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SENATE-Wednesday, September 13, 1995 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995) 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THuRMOND]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To
day's prayer will be offered by guest 
chaplain, Pastor Richard Laue, Calvary 
Bible Church, Burbank, CA. 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Richard Laue, pastor 
of Calvary Bible Church, Burbank, CA, 
offered the following prayer. 

Our Sovereign God, we bow our 
heads, we open our hearts that our 
lives as well as our lips might give You 
praise. We worship You, we love You, 
we honor You for the abundant bless
ings and immeasurable grace that You 
have poured out upon us as a nation. 
We thank You today for the Senate of 
these United States of America. We 
pray that You might open the windows 
of Heaven and pour out upon these our 
governmental leaders that You have 
chosen, wisdom and knowledge that 
they might lead us in the direction You 
have established. 

May every soul from coast to coast 
and border to border be subject to the 
governing authorities that rule over 
us, because we know there is no au
thority, except what You have estab
lished. Remind us, Lord, that those 
who ever resist the authority resist the 
ordinance of the Almighty God, and 
those who resist will bring judgment 
upon themselves. We have learned from 
experience that rulers are not a terror 
to good works and obedient living, but 
to evil in the world. Remind us fre
quently that rebellion and anarchy 
bring judgment. 

Remind the citizenry and the leader
ship of this Nation that when we "sow 
the wind, we shall reap the whirlwind." 
Burn into our thinking and our deci
sionmaking that text of Scripture, "Be 
not deceived for God is not mocked for 
whatsoever a man (or a nation) soweth, 
that shall he also reap"-Galatians 6:7. 

Help us to encourage the weak, lift 
up the fallen, and heal the wounds in 
our Nation. We pray that the blessing 
and the benediction of Almighty God 
might rest upon the Senate of these 
United States of America. To God be 
the glory. Amen. 

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will report the pending bill. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4) to restore the American 
family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending, and reduce welfare dependence. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
Dole modified amendment No. 2280, of a 

perfecting nature. 
Moseley-Braun amendment No. 2471 (to 

amendment No. 2280), to require States to es
tablish a voucher program for providing as
sistance to minor children in families that 
are eligible for but do not receive assistance. 

Moseley-Braun amendment No. 2472 (to 
amendment No. 2280), to prohibit a State 
from imposing a time limit for assistance if 
the State has failed to provide work activ
ity-related services to an adult individual in 
a family receiving assistance under the 
State program. 

Graham/Bumpers amendment No. 2565 (to 
amendment No. 2280), to provide a formula 
for allocating funds that more accurately re
flects the needs of States with children 
below the poverty line. 

Domenici modified amendment No. 2575 (to 
amendment No. 2280), to strike the manda
tory family cap. 

Daschle amendment No. 2672 (to amend
ment No. 2280), to provide for the establish
ment of a Contingency Fund for State Wel
fare Programs. 

Daschle amendment No. 2671 (to amend
ment No. 2280), to provide a 3-percent set 
aside for the funding of family assistance 
grants for Indians. 

DeWine amendment No. 2518 (to amend
ment No. 2280), to modify the method for cal
culating participation rates to more accu
rately reflect the total case load of families 
receiving assistance in the State. 

Faircloth amendment No. 2608 (to amend
ment No. 2280), to provide for an abstinence 
education program. 

Boxer amendment No. 2592 (to amendment 
No. 2280), to provide that State authority to 
restrict benefits to noncitizens does not 
apply to foster care or adoption assistance 
programs. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2471 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi
dent under the previous order, there is 
to be a final 10 minutes of debate on 
two pending amendments which I of
fered. The vote is to occur at 9:10 this 
morning. Therefore, in light of the fact 
that we have about 7 minutes left, I 
will be very brief and succinct in de
scribing the two amendments. 

At the outset, I would like to submit 
for the RECORD an article in the Wash
ington Post yesterday by Judith 
Gueron, which talks about the way out 
of the welfare bind. There is one line in 
particular that I call to the attention 
of my colleagues, and the Senator from 

Pennsylvania, who is on the floor and 
working this legislation. She talks 
about time limits and she concludes 
that they should be tested. Then she 
goes on to say: 

But given the public expectations, we can
not afford to base national policies on hope 
rather than knowledge. The risk of unin
tended consequences is too great. 

Now, the point of these amendments 
is to at least provide us with some se
curity against unintended con
sequences. I believe the two amend
ments pending will go to the heart of 
the debate about welfare reform. Are 
we, as a national community, going to 
maintain a national commitment to 
poor children, or are we going to gam
ble with the future of millions of chil
dren? 

I remind my colleagues, in the dis
cussion that we have had that there are 
some 14 million AFDC welfare recipi
ents; 5 million of those people are 
adults, but 9.6 million-almost 10 mil
lion of them-are children. Work is im
portant and certainly we all support 
work for adults. But it is the children 
who have been forgotten, I think, in 
this debate and who are the unintended 
targets of this debate and who will suf
fer if there are any unintended con
sequences of our policymaking. 

Some 60 percent of the children of 
the AFDC recipients are children under 
the age of 6. So the first amendment 
suggests, or asserts, really, that these 9 
million children, 60 pel:cent of whom 
are under the age of 6, are too precious 
to take a gamble that the States will 
construct programs that will, in fact, 
work, and that we, therefore, make a 
national commitment by allowing for 
the child vouchers. We can make a 
commitment that we will not allow 
children to go hungry or to become 
homeless; nor will we allow a child to 
become subject to the vicissitudes of 
misfortune or accidents of geography. 
As a nation with a $7 trillion economy 
and $1.5 trillion Federal budget, I be
lieve that we can provide a minimum 
safety net for poor children. 

This amendment provides for that 
safety net by requiring the States to 
provide vouchers for poor children who 
live in families that may be ineligible 
or kicked off, or somehow or another 
not eligible for assistance because of 
rental circumstances. 

This amendment seeks to hold the 
child harmless, to protect the chlld 
even from the behavior of their par
ents. If anything, Mr. President, it 
seems to me that we ought to provide 
some basic level of protection for these 

•This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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children for whom all of our decision
making will have grave and dramatic 
impact. 

The second amendment goes to the 
parents. Essentially, it says that of 
those 5 million parents who are being 
called on to work in this welfare re
form, as to those individuals-par
enthetically, all of us agree that any
body who can work should work-but 
the State, in the legislation, is re
quired to set forth a work plan for 
those individuals that they deem need
ed. But if the State does not live up to 
its part of the bargain, that State does 
not provide jobs assistance, job train
ing, does not follow its own plan-not a 
plan we are imposing from Washington, 
but if the State does not do what it 
needs to do with regard to job training 
and placement of the adult, then this 
amendment says that the State should 
not eliminate assistance for those indi
viduals who they have themselves 
failed. 

Again, I want to bring to the atten
tion the second part of the article 
called "A Way Out of the Welfare 
Bind." She says: 

States, in any case, are concluding that 
time limits do not alleviate the need for ef
fective welfare-to-work programs. In a cur
rent study of states that are testing time
limit programs, we have found that state and 
local administrators are seeking to expand 
and strengthen activities meant to help re
cipients prepare for and find jobs before 
reaching the time limit. Otherwise, too 
many will "hit the cliff" and either require 
public jobs, which will cost more than wel
fare, or face dramatic loss of income with 
unknown effects on families and children 
and, ultimately, public budgets. 

That goes to the heart of the debate 
here, that in the event there are unin
tended consequences of our decision
making, we should assure that the un
intended consequences do not impact 
the children-again, 60 percent of 
whom are under the age of 6, or alter
natively, that people are not penalized 
for circumstances beyond their control. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post article be printed ill 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A WAY OUT OF THE WELFARE BIND 

(By Judith M. Gueron) 
Much of this year's debate over welfare re

form in Washington has focused on two 
broad issues: which level of government
state or federal-should be responsible for 
designing welfare programs, and how much 
money the federal government should be 
spending. 

The debate has strayed from the more crit
ical issue of how to create a welfare system 
that does what the public wants it to do. Nu
merous public opinion polls have identified 
three clear objectives for welfare reform: 
putting recipients to work, protecting their 
children from severe poverty and controlling 
costs. 

Unfortunately, these goals are often in 
conflict-progress toward one or two often 
pulls us further from the others. And when 

the dust settles in Washington, real-life wel
fare administrators and staff in states, coun
ties and cities will still face the fundamental 
question of how to balance this triad of con
flicting public expectations. 

Because welfare is such an emotional issue, 
it is a magnet for easy answers and inflated 
promises. But the reality is not so simple. 
Some say we should end welfare. That might 
indeed force many recipients to find jobs, but 
it could also cause increased suffering for 
children, who account for two-thirds of wel
fare recipients. Some parents on welfare face 
real obstacles to employment or can find 
only unstable or part-time jobs. 

Others say we should put welfare recipi
ents to work in community service jobs-
workfare. This is a popular approach that 
seems to offer a way to reduce dependency 
and protect children. But, when done on a 
large scale, especially with single parents, 
this would likely cost substantially more 
than sending out welfare checks every 
month. To date, we haven't been willing to 
make the investment. 

During the past two decades, reform ef
forts, shaped by the triad of public goals, 
have gradually defined a bargain between 
government and welfare recipients: The gov
ernment provides income support and a 
range of services to help recipients prepare 
for and find jobs. Recipients must partici
pate in these activities or have their checks 
reduced. 

We now know conclusively that, when it is 
done right, the welfare-to-work approach of
fers a way out of the bind. Careful evalua
tions have shown that tough, adequately 
funded welfare-to-work programs can be 
four-fold winners: They can get parents off 
welfare and into jobs, support children (and, 
in some cases, make them better ofO. save 
money for taxpayers and make welfare more 
consistent with public values. 

A recent study looked at three such pro
grams in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Mich .. and 
Riverside, Calif. It found that the programs 
reduced the number of people on welfare by 
16 percent, decreased welfare spending by 22 
percent and increased participants' earnings 
by 26 percent. Other data on the Riverside 
program showed that, over time, it saved al
most $3 for every Sl it cost to run the pro
gram. This means that ultimately it would 
have cost the government more-far more-
had it not run the program. 

In order to achieve results of this mag
nitude, it is necessary to dramatically 
change the tone and message of welfare. 
When you walk in the door of a high-per
formance, employment-focused program, it 
is clear that you are there for one purpose-
to get a job. Staff continually announce job 
openings and convey an upbeat message 
about the value of work and people's poten
tial to succeed. You-and everybody else sub
ject to the mandate-are required to search 
for a job, and if you don't find one, to par
ticipate in short-term education, training or 
community work experience. 

You cannot just mark time; if you do not 
make progress in the education program, for 
example, the staff will insist that you look 
for a job. Attendance is tightly monitored, 
and recipients who miss activities without a 
godd reason face swift penal ties. 

If welfare looked like this everywhere, we 
probably wouldn't be debating this issue 
again today. 

Are these programs a panacea? No. We 
could do better. Although the Atlanta, Grand 
Rapids, and Riverside programs are not the 
only strong ones, most welfare offices around 
the country do not look like the one I just 
described. 

In the past, the "bargain"-the mutual ob
ligation of welfare recipients and govern
ment-has received broad support, but re
formers have succumbed to the temptation 
to promise more than they have been willing 
to pay for. Broader change will require a sub
stantial up-front investment of funds and se
rious, sustained efforts to change local wel
fare offices. This may seem mundane, but 
changing a law is only the first step toward 
changing reality. 

It's possible that more radical ap
proaches--such as time limits--will do an 
even better job. They should be tested. But 
given the public expectations, we cannot af
ford to base national policies on hope rather 
than knowledge. The risk of unintended con
sequences is too great. 

States, in any case, are concluding that 
time limits do not alleviate the need for ef
fective welfare-to-work programs. In a cur
rent study of states that are testing time
limit programs. we have found that state and 
local administrators are seeking to expand 
and strengthen activities meant to help re
cipients prepare for and find jobs before 
reaching the time limit. Otherwise, too 
many will "hit the cliff' and either require 
public jobs, which will cost more than wel
fare, or face a dramatic loss of income with 
unknown effects on families and children 
and, ultimately, public budgets. 

Welfare-to-work programs are uniquely 
suited to meeting the public's demand for 
policies that promote work, protect children 
and control costs. But despite the dem
onstrated effectiveness of this approach, the 
proposals currently under debate in Wash
ington may make it more difficult for states 
to build an employment-focused welfare sys
tem. Everyone claims to favor "work," but 
this is only talk unless there's an adequate 
initial investment and clear incentives for 
states to transform welfare while continuing 
to support children. 

Many of the current proposals promise 
easy answers where none exist. In the past, 
welfare reform has generated much heat but 
little light. We are now starting to see some 
light. We should move toward it. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I see my 
time has expired. I yield the floor. 

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

HUTCHISON). The Senator from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I 
think the Senator from Illinois hit the 
nail right on the head in talking about 
the issue of unintended consequences. 
How can we risk to do this, to put a 
time limit on people on welfare? I wish 
we would have had that same discus
sion back when we instituted all these 
welfare programs in the sixties, be
cause when we did that we had abso
lutely no idea what was going to hap
pen. We had no idea of the unintended 
consequences. We had no idea that the 
harm that has been caused by all of 
these programs, the dependency that 
exists in this country because of these 
programs, had we thought about these 
unintended consequences, we may have 
not have done that, but we did it any
way, without any proof that what we 
were passing was going to be beneficial 
to the American citizens. We had no 
proof at all. In fact, in the thirties 
when these were initially realized they 
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were replacements for private charity 
systems that were networks of char
ities that are all over the country. 

We said, no, the Government will 
take more responsibility. Franklin 
Roosevelt warned us about the subtle 
narcotic being delivered to the masses 
on welfare. We ignored a lot of the 
naysayers out there at the time, saying 
big Government programs and unlim
ited welfare were going to be a real 
problem for this country, were going to 
be a disintegration of community, fam
ily, and the support that we have seen 
in communities. We ignored all that 
and just plowed ahead. 

Now we are saying, "Oh my goodness, 
we cannot change that because we do 
not know what will happen." Well, we 
changed it in the 1930's and the 1960's 
without knowing what would happen. 
We found out what has happened, and 
it is a big problem. 

To suggest now we cannot find some 
moderation, we are not talking about 
pulling the Government out of welfare, 
we are talking about putting a limit on 
the amount of assistance that we are 
going to give people, and changing the 
system from one of a maintenance and 
dependency system to one that is a dy
namic transitional system. 

I think that is a good middle ground 
that we have established with this 
piece of legislation. 

What the amendment of the Senator 
from Illinois will do is perpetuate a 
system of dependency, of maintenance 
of poverty. I think it hopefully will be 
rejected by the Senate. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
numbered 2471. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

THOMPSON). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 42, 
nays 58, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 413 Leg.] 
YEAs-42 

Akaka Feingold Lieberman 
Biden Feinstein Mikulski 
Bingaman Ford Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Glenn Moynihan 
Bradley Heflin Murray 
Breaux Hollings Pell 
Bryan Inouye Pryor 
Bumpers Johnston Reid 
Byrd Kennedy Robb 
Conrad Kerrey Rockefeller 
Daschle Kerry Sarbanes 
Dodd Lau ten berg Simon 
Dorgan Leahy Specter 
Exon Levin Wellstone 

NAYS-58 
Abraham Campbell D'Amato 
Ashcroft Chafee De Wine 
Baucus Coats Dole 
Bennett Cochran Domenici 
Bond Cohen Faircloth 
Brown Coverdell Frist 
Burns Craig Gorton 

Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 

Roth 
Santorum 
Si;elby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Sn owe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So the amendment (No. 2471) was re
jected. 

Mr. MOYNIBAN. Mr. President, 42 
votes. A good vote. I move to recon
sider. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2472 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 4 
minutes debate equally divided on the 
second Moseley-Braun amendment 
numbered 2472, to be followed by a vote 
on or in relation to the amendment. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. MOYNIBAN. Mr. President, I be

lieve the time has been agreed to, 4 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi
dent, the second amendment has been 
explained at length. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 
like to be able to vote intelligently on 
this amendment. I hope the Senate will 
give its attention to Members who are 
attempting to explain briefly these 
amendments. I hope the Chair will in
sist on order in the Senate, and I for 
one will applaud the Chair for the ef
fort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. MOYNIBAN. The Chair can name 
names if that becomes necessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will Sen
ators take their conversations off the 
floor. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the 

Chair very much. I will be brief. 
Essen ti ally, the second amendment 

also deals with unintended con
sequences. But unlike the amendment 
that applied, or was directed at almost 
10 million children who are presently 
on welfare, this one applies, or is di
rected, to the approximately 5 million 
adults who are recipients under the 
various programs in the States. 

Essentially, what it says is that the 
State will do what it says it is going to 
do. It is intended to address the issue 
of unintended consequences where a 
State has not provided job assistance, 
where the economy in the State has 
pockets of high unemployment, where 

a recession occurs or plants leave and 
individuals cannot work because there 
are no jobs. Then the State will not in 
that situation throw an individual off 
of welfare who wants to work, who 
needs to work, who wants to support 
their family and has no other way of 
providing for their children. 

I had introduced earlier an article 
out of the Washington Post regarding 
welfare-to-work programs. Certainly, 
we all agree that anybody who can 
work should work. There is no debate, 
I think, about that. But in the event 
there are no jobs, in the event there is 
high unemployment, in the event there 
is some economic downturn over which 
an individual has no control, the ques
tion is, are we prepared to accept the 
consequences, the unintended con
sequences of an able-bodied person who 
wants to work, who is unable to work, 
being unable to provide anything for 
their children. 

Many States are such as my own. In 
Illinois, 64 percent of the caseload re
sides in one county. In that instance, it 
seems to me that a State should be 
called on to do what the State says it 
is going to do. This is not imposing 
anything on the States other than the 
States have imposed on themselves. 
This, it seems to me, is a reasonable 
moderation of our approach in turning 
this issue over to the States, letting 
the States create their plan. It simply 
says the State will do what the State 
says it will do in regard to job assist
ance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 2 minutes have expired. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. In 
my opinion, this amendment really is a 
back-door effort to have a continued 
entitlement. This creates a new enti
tlement which requires the States to 
provide services. It tries to get around 
the idea of having a time limit, a limi
tation on welfare. 

I remember President Clinton's 
statement that we want to end welfare 
as we know it. This amendment basi
cally is an effort to exempt the 5-year 
time limit to keep an open-ended enti
tlement. This opens up States also to 
lawsuits from recipients who do not get 
the type of training they want rather 
than what the State thinks they need. 

I might mention we had a similar 
type provision that was earlier de
feated. 

Mr. President, I hope that my col
leagues would vote "no" on this 
amendment. I yield back the remainder 
of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. The yeas and nays have been or
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CAMPBELL). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 
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The result was announced-yeas 40, 

nays 60, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 414 Leg.) 

YEAS-40 
Akaka Ford Lieberman 
Bingaman Glenn Mikulski 
Boxer Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Harkin Moynihan 
Breaux Heflin Murray 
Bryan Hollings Pell 
Bumpers Inouye Pryor 
Conrad Johnston Robb 
Daschle Kennedy Rockefeller 
Dodd Kerrey Sarbanes 
Dorgan Kerry Simon 
Exon Lau ten berg Wellstone 
Feingold Leahy 
Feinstein Levin 

NAYS--60 
Abraham Faircloth McCain 
Ashcroft Frist McConnell 
Baucus Gorton Murkowski 
Bennett Gramm Nickles 
Biden Grams Nunn 
Bond Grassley Packwood 
Brown Gregg Pressler 
Burns Hatch Reid 
Byrd Hatfield Roth 
Campbell Helms Santorum 
Chafee Hutchison Shelby 
Coats Inhofe Simpson 
Cochran Jeffords Smith 
Cohen Kassebaum Sn owe 
Coverdell Kempthorne Specter 
Craig Kohl Stevens 
D'Amato Kyl Thomas 
De Wine Lott Thompson 
Dole Lugar Thurmond 
Domenici Mack Warner 

So the amendment (No. 2472) was re
jected. 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2565 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 20 
minutes for debate equally divided on 
the Graham amendment No. 2565, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Ne
braska, Sena tor KERREY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY] is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, under 
the Dole bill, we are fundamentally 
changing the covenants of welfare. It 
seems to me and other supporters of 
this amendment that we should be fun
damentally changing the way we de
sign our formulas. Instead, under the 
Dole bill, we continue to use a formula 
that is based upon an older system. 

Instead, what the Graham-Bumpers 
amendment does is provides a formula 
that is based on fairness and guided by 
three principles: First, that the block 
grant should be based on need; second, 
the funding level should respond to 
changes in the poverty level; and third, 
the States should not be permanently 
disadvantaged based upon their policy 
choices and circumstances made in 
1994. 

Mr. President, the Graham-Bumpers 
children's fair share proposal meets the 
test that I have just described by allo
cating funding based upon the number 
of poor children in each State, a for
mula just for changes in the population 
of children in poverty, so it does not 
lock States into an outdated funding 
level. 

I point out to my colleagues some
thing I suspect they already know, and 
that is, child poverty has enormous 
economic costs. It has huge human 
costs as well. Low-income children are 
twice as likely to suffer from stunted 
growth, twice as likely as other chil
dren to die from birth defects, and 
three times more likely to die from all 
causes combined. 

It has been estimated that there are 
$36 to $177 billion in lower productivity 
coming from the American economy as 
a consequence of child poverty. It has 
enormous future costs as well. There is 
a University of Michigan study that 
those children under age 5 who experi
ence at least 1 year of poverty have sig
nificantly lower IQ scores. If we are 
going to change our welfare system to 
a block grant, we need to change our 
funding formula to address child pov
erty. I cannot imagine-except for 
States that lose money, and some will 
under this formula. Unless your States 
lose money, I do not know how you can 
do anything other than to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
·senator yield back his time? 

Mr. KERREY. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? The Senator from Texas 
[Mrs. HUTCHISON] is recognized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes from our 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SANTORUM] is recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Texas. I find it 
interesting that the Senator from Ne
braska is standing up here arguing for 
this amendment. It is very magnani
mous of him. I know originally his 
State gains. I am not too sure he is 
a ware that after 5 years, the State of 
Nebraska goes from $100 million down 
to $23 million, which is actually less 
money than they are getting now under 
the current formula. They will get less 
money. 

The Senator from Nevada spoke on 
this amendment yesterday. They will 
get less money under this formula. 
There is no hold harmless here. 

You should look at the formula not 
just in the first year, but over 5 years. 
Your numbers come down. Nevada is 
one. Actually, your maintenance of ef
fort in Nebraska and Nevada, under the 
80 percent maintenance-of-effort provi
sion, will be required to pay more than 
what the Federal share will be, because 
you will be required to maintain 80 per-

cent, but your number is going to come 
down below that. 

Look at the numbers over the 5 years 
and you will see States like California, 
Connecticut, Hawaii, Maryland, Massa
chusetts, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jer
sey, New York, Rhode Island, and 
Washington all will have higher main
tenance-of-effort requirements than 
Federal contributions under the Gra
ham amendment. 

Throw away parochialism. This is 
bad public policy. We are going to say 
on the floor of the Senate that we are 
going to make you pay more than what 
the Federal share will be to your 
States. That is wrong. 

Hawaii is one of the big losers. I see 
the Senator from Hawaii here. They 
are going to have to pay more out of 
their own State coffers than will come 
from the Federal Government over a 
period of time. Some of these States 
get a little bump at the beginning, but 
what you do not see is they do not hold 
the small States harmless, and, over 
time, their number comes down and 
comes down dramatically. 

In fact, if you look at the States that 
lose over time-I will go through them 
quickly-other than the States I just 
mentioned, because all the States I 
mentioned lose over time. In addition 
to those States, you have Alaska, Dela
ware, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Montana, New Hampshire, North Da
kota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Vermont. 
I mentioned Washington State before. 
You may think you are getting a boost 
under this, because if you look at it in 
the first year, you do, but with a lot of 
those States, over time their alloca
tion, according to the formula, goes 
down. 

So do not look at the first year and 
be suckered into a vote in favor of this 
amendment because you get a little 
bump at the start. Over time, the big 
winners-and I give a lot of credit to 
the Senator from Texas for standing 
up-Florida and Texas are the two big 
States that are going to be the big, big 
winners under this and the rest of the 
other States, particularly the small 
States in the West, the Midwest, and 
Northeast, are going to get hammered 
over the next 5 years. 

Again, throw parochialism aside. To 
suggest that we are going to make 12 
States maintain a higher effort of 
State dollars than we will give them 
Federal dollars is wrong. It is abso
lutely wrong, I do not care where you 
come from. That is what this amend
ment does. It is misguided, it is unfair, 
not just to the States involved, but I 
think unfair to children in general. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Arkan
sas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me 

start by asking the Senator from Penn
sylvania, before he leaves the floor, if 
he thinks this country is fair to the 
children, when the District of Colum
bia, under this bill, is going to get 
$4,222 per child, and the State of Ar
kansas is going to get $390. 

Do you know why a child in the Dis
trict of Columbia is worth $4,200, 11 
times more than the child in Arkansas? 
Because for years, the Federal Govern
ment says whatever you put in, we will 
match it. So they have matched it over 
the years. And now we are institu
tionalizing a gross inequity. 

What we are saying in this bill is, if 
you happen to come from a poor State, 
no matter how hard you try, no matter 
how much money you did your very 
best to put in AFDC, you could not 
match Pennsylvania, New York, Mas
sachusetts. Those States made a monu
mental effort, and we should congratu
late them for it. But to say now 1994 is 
the be-all and end-all, whatever you 
contributed in 1994 is what you are 
going to get forever? 

In short, if you are poor, you stay 
poor. If you are affluent, you stay af
fluent. There are Governors in this 
country-the Republicans got a lot of 
Governorships last year, and I guaran
tee you that a lot of them have already 
cut their contribution. No matter, it is 
1994 that counts. 

I cannot believe we are doing this. I 
could not vote for this bill in 100 years 
with this formula in it. How will I go 
home and tell the people of my State 
that a child iri New York is worth $2,200 
and their poor children are worth $400, 
or a child in the District of Columbia is 
worth $4,200 and our children worth 
$400? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Texas. I rise to 
oppose this Graham-Bumpers formula. 
I must say-and I say it respectfully
this formula is sudden death for Cali
fornia. It will cost California about $1 
billion. It is enormous in its impact. 

There is no fiscal year in which Cali
fornia comes close to what is offered in 
the Dole bill, and I think the Dole bill 
formula is bad for California. So that is 
why I say this is sudden death. 

Frankly, I respect the Senator from 
Arkansas very much, but how a for
mula can be justified, which essen
tially says we will reward States who 
do very little for their poor people and 
we will seriously disadvantage States 
that are willing to do more for their 
poor people, I have a hard time under
standing that logic. 

This is a Government that has prac
ticed devolution. This is a Government 
that has said more and more that it is 

the responsibility of the State. Yet, in 
this bill, they seek to punish those who 
have a high maintenance of effort. 

For California, over the 5-year pe
riod, this bill will cost $1 billion. The 
impact is enormous. There is no 
amendment that has been proposed 
that has a greater negative impact on 
the State of California than does this. 

I thank the Senator and yield the 
floor. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida has 6 minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. We will reserve our 6 
minutes to close. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the senior Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my friend 
from Texas. 

Mr. President, last evening, we de
bated this matter in greater length. I 
took the liberty to go over the histori
cal provision of the entitlement by 
States to a matching share of their ex
penditures on children. From the first, 
it has been a formula designed to move 
more Federal funds to the South and 
West, out of the North and East. The 
ratio is determined by the square of 
the difference between the State's per 
capita income and national per capita 
income. States have received as much 
as an 83 percent Federal match. New 
York and California get the lowest 
Federal match rate: 50 percent. 

We have since recalculated our pov
erty data to account for cost of living. 
Mr. President, may I make this point? 
Adjusted for the CPI, New York State 
has the sixth highest incidence of pov
erty in the country. Florida has the 
20th highest. Arkansas has the 19th 
highest. New York is a poorer State 
than Arkansas. A new idea, I grant; 
new data, I assert. But truth as well. 

This amendment would cost Califor
nia $5.4 billion and New York $4.6 bil
lion. Not because we have had an ad
vantage in the Federal formula. To the 
contrary. It is because we have had a 
civic policy that has sought caring for 
children to be a higher priority than 
perhaps some others have done, or we 
felt we had the capacity, even in the 
face of the data that suggests we have 
not. 

This is an elemental injustice. I am 
openly conflicted. If this amendment 
passes, the bill dies. But in the first in
stance, I will remain loyal to the prin
ciple of the last 60 years. 

My time has expired. I thank the 
Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the junior Senator 
from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun
ior Senator from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATO] is recognized. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Texas and 
the distinguished senior Senator from 

New York, who are opposing this 
amendment. 

This amendment is not about welfare 
reform. It is about pitting region 
against region, about enriching certain 
States at the expense of others, about 
taking money from States which have 
made an effort to deal with the plight 
of poor children and poor adults and 
just identifying 15 States and saying 
we are going to give you more money 
so we can buy your votes. That is 
wrong. 

Let me tell you what it does to our 
State of New York. It costs us, as Sen
ator MOYNIHAN has indicated, $4.5 bil
lion over 5 years. It will cost us nearly 
$1 billion in the first year alone. 

Let us talk about maintenance of ef
fort. Senator SANTORUM has spoken to 
it. We have to maintain an effort at 80 
percent. Under this amendment, the 
State of New York will spend $600 mil
lion a year more than it gets from the 
Federal side. Let us talk about rich 
and poor, about poverty, and what peo
ple are worth and are not worth, as it 
relates to the Northeast and Midwest. 
We sent $690 billion more in taxes to 
Washington than we received in the 
past 14 years. I thank my distinguished 
colleague, the senior Senator from New 
York, because under his stewardship, 
the coalition put these numbers to
gether. 

Let us talk about the State of New 
York. In the last 14 years, during the 
same period of time, we sent $142.3 bil
lion more to Washington in taxes than 
we have received in what we call "allo
cable spending." Let us look at the 
State of Florida. They have gotten 
back from Washington $38.5 billion 
more during that same period of time 
than they sent down to Washington in 
taxes. Now we see nothing other than a 
raid on New York, and its poor children 
in particular. Maybe what we should do 
is discuss an amendment to reallocate 
some of the Federal funds that flow to 
States such as Florida to give relief to 
those disadvantaged States in the 
Northeast and Midwest-New York, 
Pennsylvania and others-that already 
get less than their fair share of Federal 
allocable spending. Instead we have be
fore us an amendment that would 
transfer more money to Florida at the 
expense of poor children in New York. 

So I urge defeat of this amendment. 
It is a bad amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida has 6 minutes re
maining. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Has our time ex
pired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, to 

close on this amendment, we have 
heard a lot about the phrase that "we 
want to change welfare as we have 
known it" and that it is a failed sys
tem. There are many citations as to 
what those failures are. If one of the 
objectives of the welfare system was, 
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as the senior Senator from New York 
has stated, to move resources from the 
Northeast to the South and West, we 
will add that as an additional failure of 
the welfare system. 

How can you say that a system has 
accomplished that objective of assist
ing the poorest States in America when 
Texas receives one-fifth the amount of 
funds for its poor children as does New 
York and when Arkansas receives one
eleventh of the funds per poor child as 
does the District of Columbia? Another 
example of the failed system. 

Assume that we were to start this 
process with a blank piece of paper. As
sume we had never distributed Federal 
money for the purposes of assisting 
poor children and assisting the guard
ians-particularly the single, female 
heads of households-of those poor 
children to get off welfare and on to 
work and thus independence. How 
would we go about allocating the 
money? 

fort has been a moving target through
out this debate. We had no mainte
nance of effort when we started this de
bate. We defeated an amendment yes
terday to require a continuation of 
maintenance of effort. Whatever final 
position we take on this formula, obvi
ously, we will have to readdress the 
issue of maintenance of effort. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2565, offered by the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

Mr. President, I believe there are a The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
number of considerations that Mem- and the clerk will call the roll. 
bers of this Senate ought to take into The legislative clerk called the roll. 
account as they decide whether to vote The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
on this amendment. First, the Dole any other Senators in the Chamber de
amendment does not respond to eco- siring to vote? 
nomic or demographic changes. Sec- The result was announced-yeas 34, 
ond, the Dole amendment rewards inef- nays 66, as follows: 
ficiency. New York State spends over [Rollcall Vote No. 415 Leg.] 
$100 per welfare case for administra- YEAS-34 
tion. West Virginia spends $13. Yet, Akaka Exon 
those inefficiencies are going to be re- Baucus Ford 
warded in that New York State will get Biden Graham 

a higher proportion of the money, in :~~!~;an ~:rii~ 
part because it has been more ineffi- Bryan Hollings 
cient in utilizing the funds available. Bumpers Inouye 

Mack 
McConnell 
Moseley-Braun 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 

First, I think we want to allocate it 
in a manner that would, in fact, make 
the system work, that would provide a 
sufficient amount of resources into 
each of the comm uni ties of America to 
allow the kinds of training programs 
and child care to be functional, to ac
complish the objective of moving from 
dependence to independence through 
work. 

The mandates that we are imposing, ~~~s ~~~~~~n 
\ heavy mandates in training and in Conrad Kerrey 

Rockefeller 
Simon 

Second, we want to have elemental 
fairness in how those funds are distrib
uted. That is the essence of the amend
ment that is before us today, Mr. Presi
dent. 

This amendment follows the simple 
principle, take the total number of 
poor children in America-they are 
America's poor children. They are not 
Florida's poor children or California's 
poor children, they are America's poor 
children. The funds will come from all 
Americans through the Federal Treas
ury. Take the number of poor children 
in the country, divide that into the 
funds we have available, approximately 
$17 billion a year, and distribute the 1 

money wherever the poor children are. i 
That seems to me to be an imminently 
reasonable approach and a fair ap
proach in terms of achieving the objec
tive. 

The amendment that has been offered 
by Senator DOLE would distribute 99 
percent of the Federal dollars to the 
status quo. However, the money which 
was distributed in 1994 will be distrib
uted in the year 2000, without regard to 
any changes. There can be a depression 
in Colorado, you can have enormous 
growth in Arizona, you can have a de
populated Michigan, and yet you will 
get the same money in the year 2000 
that you got in the year 1994. That does 
not sound like a fair, reasonable plan, 
or a plan which will accomplish the ob
jective of this legislation. 

Much has been made by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania about maintenance 
of effort. Frankly, maintenance of ef-

99--059 0-97 Vol. 141(Pt. 17) 42 

\ child care, will be much more difficult Daschle Leahy 
\ to meet in a State like Texas, where 84 Dorgan Lugar 
: percent of the money Texas gets from NAY&-66 
i the Federal Government will have to Abraham Frist McCain 
i\be spent to meet the mandates of train- Ashcroft Glenn Mikulski 

ing and child care. In Mississippi, 88 :~~rt g~;:::i ~::~:S~1 
percent of the money will have to be Boxer Grams Murray 
!used, whereas in more affluent States, Bradley Grassley Nickles 

:~~~dst~~~l ~~ ~=~~~!~ ~~ ~~~!~ :ae~~:~ ~=::ell E:~~:d i~~~7e~od 
these mandates. Chafee Helms Santorum 

Much has been said about the fact, ' g~~~ ~~t~:!1son ~~:~~;es 
Mr. President, that we are going to be Coverdell Kassebaum Simpson 
moving toward parity under the Dole Craig Kempthorne Smith 
amendment, that eventually we Will ~·~ato Kennedy Snowe 

get to the goal that all children will be D~d;ne ~~~ ~ie~::~ 
fairly and equally treated. How long Dole Kyl Thomas 
will that trail take? Let me give some Domenici Lautenberg Thompson 
examples Faircloth Levin Thurmond 

· Feingold Lieberman Warner 
How long will it take from today, Feinstein Lott Wellstone 

using the Dole formula, for the State of So the amendment (No. 2565) was re-
Alabama's poor children to have the jected. 
same worth in terms of the distribu- Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
tion of Federal funds as do the poor move to reconsider the vote by which 
children of the rest of America? Mr. the amendment was rejected. 
President, 74 years is how long it will Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
take Alabama; Delaware, 39 years; Lou- tion on the table. 
isiana, 79 years; Idaho, 42 years; Mis- The motion to lay on the table was 
sissippi, 100 years before the poor chil- agreed to. 
dren of Mississippi reach the average of 
the Nation; Florida, 29; Nevada, 29; Illi
nois, 13; South Carolina, 78 years before 
South Carolina's poor children reach 
the average of the Nation in terms of 
the distribution of the Nation's re
sources for poor children; Sou th Da
kota, 27 years; Texas, 75 years. 

How, in 1995, do we support a formula 
which has that degree of inequity and 

AMENDMENT NO. 2575 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order there will now be 20 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Domenic! amendment, No. 2575, to 
be followed by a vote on or in relation 
to the amendment. 

The time will be divided four ways-
5 minutes each to Senators DOMENIC!, 
GRAMM, DASCHLE, and DOLE. 

unfairness, and the fundamental under- POSTPONEMENT OF VOTE ON AMENDMENTS NOS. 
mining of the ability of this legislation 2672 AND 2608 
to achieve its intended result, to Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have a 
change welfare as we have known it by consent agreement that has been 
giving people a chance, a chance to cleared by the Democratic leader, Sen
move from dependency to independence ator DASCHLE. 
through work. I ask unanimous consent that the de-

1 urge the adoption of this amend- bate time and the rollcall vote sched-
ment. . uled with respect to the Daschle 
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amendment, No. 2672, and the Faircloth the States so they can manage them 
amendment, No. 2608, be postponed to properly and let those who are closest 
reoccur at a time to be determined by to the grassroots-the State legisla
the majority leader after consultation tures and Governors-decide how to do 
with the Democratic leader. it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without There is nothing complicated about 
objection, it is so ordered. it. Again, I do not mandate anything. 

AMENDMENT No. 2575 What my amendment says is the States 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who can do it however they want with ref-

yields time? erence to the family cap or using cash 
Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. payments for children who are part of 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Regular order, Mr. a welfare situation where there is al-

President. What is the regular order? ready one child, another one is born, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg- and the States can decide how to han

ular order is the consideration of the dle that. We do not have all the wisdom 
Domenici amendment with 5 minutes here in Washington. That is the issue. 
to each to be allocated to Senators Do- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
MENICI, DASCHLE, GRAMM, and DOLE. ator's time has expired. 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. Mr. President, it Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield 2 minutes to 
was my understanding that there was Senator BRADLEY. 
to be 20 minutes equally divided. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- ator from New Jersey is recognized. 
ator is correct. It totals 20 minutes di- Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
vided four ways. in support of the Domenici amend-

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. ment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- New Jersey is the only State that has 

ator from New Mexico, [Mr. DOMENIC!], actually implemented a family cap. It 
is recognized. took effect almost 2 years ago as part 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, Sen- of a comprehensive reform of welfare 
ator MOYNIHAN, on the minority side, which combines such disincentives as 
and I have decided that I will control 10 the family cap along with strong posi
minutes with him using part of that. tive incentives for welfare recipients to 
That means there are 10 minutes under work, and to marry. Almost from the 
the control of Senator DOLE, 5 minutes, day the family cap took effect we have 
and Senator GRAMM, 5 minutes. been bombarded with people declaring 

Mr. President, I am going to speak absolutely that it works, and abso
for 2 minutes, and if you will tell me lutely that it does not work. We have 
when I have used the 2 minutes I would heard that there is a 1-percent reduc
appreciate it. tion in birth rates to parents on wel-

First, I ask unanimous consent that fare. We have also then, based on an 
Senator SPECTER be added as a cospon- evaluation by Rutgers, heard that 
sor. there was no difference in births. We 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without heard there was an increase in abor-
objection, it is so ordered. tions. Then we heard that there was 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, Gov- but it was not statistically significant. 
ernor Engler testified before the Budg- Never have such dramatic conclusions 
et Committee that conservative strings be drawn from such shaky and prelimi
to block grants were no better than lib- nary numbers. 
eral strings to block grants. A man Let me simply reiterate that from 
saying that was not just an ordinary . New Jersey's perspective-what every
Governor but a Governor who is advo- one involved in the program has said
cating no strings on the block grants it is an experiment. I repeat, it is an 
in welfare. He said leave this issue that experiment. We only have a year of 
is before us-the family cap-up to the data. We know only that a total of 1,500 
States. Give them the option to decide fewer children were born to welfare re
amongst a myriad of approaches to the cipients than over the previous 12 
very difficult problem of welfare teen- months. But births overall are down, 
agers and welfare mothers having chil- and a difference of 1,500 births does not 
dren. He said let us experiment in the mean at all much compared to 125,000 
great democratic tradition in the sov- total births in the State in the same 
ereign States, and we are apt to do a period. At the same time, we penalize 
better job. 6,000 families on welfare in which chil-

What I propose is very simple. It dren were born. 
mandates nothing. So nobody should Is the tradeoff of 6,000 children denied 
think I am mandating that there be no benefits worth the 1,500 hypothetical 
family cap. I am merely saying each children whose mothers thought twice 
State in its plan decides this issue for before becoming pregnant, or, on the 
itself. If they want a cap, they can other hand, who had abortions? I do 
have a cap. If they want to decide to not know. Will these numbers change? 
try something different, they try some- Will the message sink in? I do not 
thing different. know. 

It seems to me that is in the best tra- The basic point is that it is an exper-
dition of what Republicans and con- iment. We have inconclusive data. 
servative Democrats have been saying We should not mandate something 
when they say send these programs to when we do not know what we are 

doing. States should be able to experi
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized to speak for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have the 
greatest respect for the Senator from 
New Mexico, but I rise in opposition to 
his amendment. 

So let me tell you that we have been 
trying to craft a bill here and maintain 
a balance to get enough people on 
board to pass a very strong welfare re
form bill. And I believe we are on the 
verge of accomplishing that. In fact, I 
hope we can do it by tomorrow. In fact, 
we need to do it by tomorrow. 

I understand precisely what the Do
menici amendment does. It simply 
strikes a provision in our bill that pro
hibits additional cash to children born 
to families receiving assistance. 

I know the Catholic bishops feel very 
strongly about this, and the Catholic 
charities, because they deal with a lot 
of these families. They understand 
some of the problems. 

As I have suggested, I think our bill 
has structured the right balance on the 
important issue of out-of-wedlock 
births. 

I am committed to supporting a pro
vision in our bill which allows States 
to provide vouchers in lieu of cash as
sistance. We think that goes a step in 
the direction that we think the bishops 
and others who support the Domenici 
amendment want to go. 

Under this provision, I believe the 
children in need will be provided sup
port. They are going to have vouchers, 
not going to have cash but vouchers, 
and the important thing is that these 
vouchers may be used for goods and 
services to provide for the care of the 
children involved. In addition, we all 
know that other forms of Federal and 
State aid remain available. 

This has been one of the most dif
ficult issues. The family cap and 
whether you have cash payments for 
teenage moms are probably the two 
most difficult issues we have faced, two 
of the most difficult issues we have 
faced in putting a welfare reform pack
age together. 

I understand the concerns that Sen
ator DOMENIC! expressed. I have talked 
with the Catholic bishops. They have 
been in my office. I have talked with 
Catholic Charities. They have been in 
my office. But I have talked to others 
who feel just as strongly on the other 
side. I also have talked with the Gov
ernors, and they do not want any 
strings. They do not want conservative 
or liberal strings. But they know in 
some cases they are going to have 
strings. I do not know of any objection 
by the Governors with reference to the 
family cap. I think they would accept 
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that. They may not like it, but they 
would accept it. So I would hope that 
we also give flexibility in the family 
cap provision. If we do not deal with 
out-of-wedlock births, then we are real
ly not dealing with welfare reform. 

We have had a number of Governors-
12 States-who have currently received 
waivers from the Federal Government 
to experiment with some version of the 
family cap. However, our proposal also 
maintains considerable flexibility for 
these States and addresses the crisis of 
out-of-wedlock births. 

The crisis in our country must be 
faced. Thirty percent of America's chil
dren today are born out of wedlock. 
And many believe we, at the Federal 
level, must send a clear signal. We be
lieve the underlying proposal which is 
identical to the one agreed to by the 
House does just that. We are going to 
be in conference in any event. 

Let me emphasize again that we have 
tried to keep everybody together in 
this proposal. I am not certain what 
happens if this Domenici amendment is 
adopted. We will still have an oppor
tunity in conference. But we have 
crafted a very careful bill here to re
spond to the needs of many. Unlike the 
situation of single teenage mothers in 
poverty, this provision mostly affects 
families. 

It seems to many of us the time has 
come when these families must face 
more directly whether they are ready 
to care for the children they bring into 
the world. That is the reason for the 
family cap. 

So some body has to make some deci
sion out there-the families them
selves, the parents, the mother. We be
lieve the family cap will certainly en
courage someone to make that decision 
and that if you continue cash pay
ments, there is no restraint at all. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], is recog
nized. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. · 

Mr. President, it is hard for me to 
take this argument about States rights 
seriously when Senator DOMENIC! has 
another amendment, amendment 2573, 
that mandates how much States pay on 
welfare. So let us make it clear. This is 
not an issue about flexibility. This is 
not an issue about strings. This is an 
issue about reform. 

The Domenici amendment preserves 
the status quo. And what is the status 
quo? The status quo is that one out of 
every three babies born in America 
today is born out of wedlock. The sta
tus quo is if we continue to give people 
more and more money to have more 
and more children on welfare, by the 
end of this century illegitimacy will be 

the norm and not the exception in 
America. No great civilization has ever 
risen that was not built on strong fam
ilies. No great civilization has ever sur
vived the destruction of its families, 
and I fear the United States of America 
will not be the first. 

Under existing law, States can do ex
actly what Senator DOMENICI's amend
ment allows them to do. What his 
amendment will do is perpetuate a sys
tem which subsidizes illegitimacy, 
which gives cash bonuses to people who 
have more and more people on welfare. 

The compromise we have hammered 
out helps children. It provides vouch
ers. It provides them the ability to 
take care of them. But it does not pro
vide cash incentives for people to have 
children that they cannot support. 

What a great paradox it is that while 
families across America are pulling the 
wagon, both husband and wife working 
every day to save enough money to 
have a baby, they are paying taxes to 
support programs like this one which is 
subsidizing people to have babies that 
they cannot support. 

I think if we are going to deal with 
welfare reform, if we are going to have 
a bill worthy of the name, we have to 
defeat this amendment. 

I do not know what is going to hap
pen on this amendment. Obviously, I 
am concerned about it. It breaks the 
deal that we have negotiated. It basi
cally eliminates the glue that held a 
compromise together. 

I am very concerned about the fate of 
welfare reform if this amendment is 
adopted. In the end, whether we have 
to do it in conference or whether it is 
not done, I am not going to support a 
bill that does not deal with illegit
imacy. There is no way you can solve 
the welfare problem and not deal with 
illegitimacy. It is the basic cause of 
the problem, and I think we are run
ning away from it with this amend
ment. I hope my colleagues will oppose 
it. 

This is a crisis in America. It is a cri
sis that has got to be dealt with. I 
think to assume that the problem is 
simply going to go away is a bad mis
take. Then he opposes even a modest 
limitation on the use of Federal funds 
turned over to the States. 

My position is different. Do not tell 
the States how to spend their own 
money but set a few basic moral prin
ciples for the use of Federal funds. I be
lieve that Federal funds should not 
subsidize illegitimacy. 

This amendment is a complete rever
sal of the agreement we reached on this 
bill. It is time we take our commit
ment seriously and defeat this amend
ment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. / 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields tim~1t 

Mr. D9MENICI. Mr. President, how 
much t(me do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico has 1 minute. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. If we pool the 10, 
how much do we have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous agreement, Senator MOY
NIHAN has 5 minutes given to him by 
Senator DASCHLE, and Senator NICKLES 
has one-half yielded by Senator DOLE. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield-how much 
time does the Senator want to use? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Two minutes. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Two minutes to Sen

a tor MOYNIHAN. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 

MOYNIHAN is recognized for 2 minutes. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, in 

the current issue of the Economist, the 
cover story is "The Disappearing Fam
ily," and it speaks of the problem of 
out-of-wedlock births. It says of this 
Senator that I have taken this problem 
seriously for 30 years. It quotes an ear
lier statement that "a community 
without fathers asks for and gets 
chaos." 

I am not new to this subject, and I 
am very much opposed to a family cap 
of any kind. This is not the way to deal 
with this baffling and profoundly seri
ous subject. When my friend from 
Texas cites the projections of where we 
will be at the end of the century, those, 
sir, are my projections. It has been a 
field I have worked in as he has worked 
in his field. But the dictum of the 
Catholic Charities is that the first 
principle in welfare reform must be ''do 
no harm.'' 

These children have not asked to be 
conceived, and they have not asked to 
come into the world. We have an ele
mental responsibility to them. And so I 
hope, regarding the most fundamen
tally moral issue we will face on this 
floor, that we will not have the State 
deny benefits to children because of the 
mistakes, or what else you will say, of 
their parents. 

Mr. President, I yield back my time. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield Senator 

BREAUX 2 minutes. 
Mr. BREAUX. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. President, I rise in strong sup

port of the Domenici amendment. 
There is no disagreement in this body 
by either Republicans or Democrats on 
the question of illegitimacy. We oppose 
it very strongly and are looking for 
ways to help curtail it in this country. 
My State has the second highest ille
gitimacy rateliithe country; 40 per
cent of all children born are illegit
imate. 

The question is, how do you solve it? 
Do you solve it by punishing the chil
dren or do you solve it by requiring 
work requirements for the parents, by 
requiring them to live under adult su
pervision, by requiring them to take 
work training, by requiring them to 
live in a family setting? I suggest that 
the way to do it is by those types of re
quirements. Do not penalize the child. 

The current bill says absolutely a 
new child that is born will get no help. 
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That is a mandate. It says, well, the 
States have the option if they want to 
give a voucher they can. They do not 
have to. The Domenici bill changes 
that and the Domenici bill says that, if 

- a child is born, we are going to look at 
that child as an innocent victim. And 
that is the proper approach. States 
that have had mandatory caps have not 
seen illegitimacy birth rates go down. 
But they have seen abortion rates go 
up. I do not think that is what this 
Senate wants to stand for. I urge the 
strong support of the Domenici amend
ment. 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. Could I say that the 
Senator from New York is a cosponsor, 
and on both sides there is support. 

Mr. BREAUX. The Domenici-Moy
nihan amendment. And I have strong 
support for i t i 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, every

one I heard speak on this issue said il
legitimacy is a very serious problem. 
There is no question that it is. Illegit
imacy has been exploding in this coun
try, and, as a result, we have increased 
crime, we have increased welfare. 

We need to break that cycle. The 
present system is we subsidize illegit
imacy, tl;!e_ more children born out of 
wedlock the more Federal money they 
received. That is the present system. A 
lot of us think that is wrong. This bill 
says that there will be no additional 
under the Dole bill-not the Domenici 
amendment, the Dole bill says we are 
not going to give additional Federal 
cash payments for welfare families if 
they have additional children. 

It does not say the States. If the 
States are really adamant and say they 
want to help and do it in the form of 
cash, they can use their own money. 
The bill allows them to give noncash 
benefits, so they can take some of the 
block grant money and use noncash 
benefits in the form of vouchers and 
give. But we do not want to have cash 
incentives for additional children born 
out of wedlock. So I think Senator 
DOLE has a good provision, and it is 
with regret that I oppose my friend and 
colleague, Senator DOMENICI's amend
ment. 

One final comment. I heard New Jer
sey mentioned. The Heritage Founda
tion did a report. I will capsulize. 

New Jersey is the only State in the 
Nation that instituted a family cap 
policy, denying an increase in cash wel
fare benefits to mothers who have addi
tional children while already receiving 
welfare. The evidence currently avail
able from New Jersey indicates that a 
family cap has resulted in a decline in 
births to women on AFDC, but not an 
increase in the abortion rate. 

Mr. President, I reserve the balance 
of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the Senator from Oklahoma has ex
pired. 

The only Senator that still controls 
time is the Senator from New York, 
who has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I had 
previously arranged to make sure that 
Senator CHAFEE spoke. 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. Yes. I ask the 
Chair, how much time is remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York has 2 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Because of some of 
the things that were said, I need to 
have at least a minute. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I ask that 1 minute 
be yielded to the Senator from New 
Mexico and the other minute to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHA FEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I sup
port the Domenici amendment. There 
has been a lot of talk about inconsist
ency and about flexibility. I think that 
applies on both sides. None of us have 
been totally consistent. But with re
gard to this, the whole thrust of this 
bill is meant to be for flexibility. And 
with a mandatory family cap, as is sug
gested by the opponents of this bill, 
certainly that is not in keeping with 
flexibility. 

Now, the suggestion is that, "Do not 
worry. There are no cash payments 
provided in this bill, but vouchers are 
provided." That is not quite accurate. 
The underlying bill does not provide 
for vouchers. It says vouchers may be 
provided. 

I would also point out that this is a 
nightmare of administration when you 
are dealing with vouchers for children. 
So it seems to me, as has been pointed 
out here, under the underlying bill, the 
people that suffer under this proposal 
to get at illegitimacy as the target, the ; 
people that suffer are the children. I 
just do not think that is the way to 
proceed. As has been pointed out by the 
Senator from New Jersey, there is no 
definiteness about the family cap hav
ing reduced illegitimacy. 

I want to thank the Senator for the 
time. 

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I want to say to all 
my friends, especially some of the Re
publicans who talked about breaking 
an agreement, I do not break agree
ments. I was not part of any agree
ment. I was not in attendance. I had 
one meeting where we went over the 
whole bill. But I was not there. If I 
were there, I would have said I did not 
agree. And so I am bringing my dis
agreement here to the floor to let you 
decide. 

Frankly, I am absolutely convinced 
the New Jersey experience is meaning-

less with reference to whether or not 
there will be less welfare mothers hav
ing children if there is a family cap. 
The study I see says that there is no 
evidence that it has succeeded. If there 
is evidence of that, there is equally as 
good evidence that abortions have in
creased. I do not believe either one. 

But my argument is, why make a 
mistake? Why not let the Governors 
and the States decide as they put a big 
plan together. Let them do innovative 
things to make this system work bet
ter. Do we really know that if we say 
no cash for second children of a welfare 
mother, that the others are going to 
stop having children? I mean, I do not 
believe that. And if you believe that
! do not want to make it so mundane
but you believe in the tooth fairy. It 
just is not going to happen. 

I think we ought to adopt this and go 
to conference. We have a good bill. And 
I, frankly, am trying my best to be 
helpful in this bill. And to say I am in
consistent-most Senators are for 
maintenance of effort-that is the in
consistency; I am for maintenance of 
effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question occurs on amendment 
No. 2575. 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KEMPTHORNE). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 66, 
nays 34, as follows: 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
D'Amato 
Dasch le 
De Wine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Ashcroft 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 

[Rollcall Vote No. 416 Leg.] 

YEAs-66 
Exon Levin 
Feingold Lieberman 
Feinstein Lugar 
Ford Mikulski 
Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Gorton Moynihan 
Graham Murray 
Harkin Nunn 
Hatch Packwood 
Hatfield Pell 
Heflin Pryor 
Hollings Reid 
Inouye Robb 
Jeffords Rockefeller 
Johnston Roth 
Kassebaum Sarbanes 
Kennedy Simon 
Kerrey Simpson 
Kerry Sn owe 
Kohl Specter 
Lau ten berg Stevens 
Leahy Wellstone 

NAYS-34 
Coverdell Grams 
Craig Grassley 
Dole Gregg 
Faircloth Helms 
Frist Hutchison 
Gramm Inhofe 
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Kempthorne Murkowski 
Kyl Nickles 
Lott Pressler 
Mack Santorum 
McCain Shelby 
McConnell Smith 

Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So the amendment (No. 2575), as 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote, and to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2671 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be 10 
minutes debate, equally divided, on the 
Daschle amendment No. 2671, to be fol
lowed by a vote on or in relation to 
that amendment. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will 

take 3 minutes of my time and then 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Ha
waii, Mr. INOUYE, and 1 minute to the 
Senator from New Mexico, Senator 
BINGAMAN. 

Mr. President, I offer this amend
ment in the hope that we can find some 
resolution to what we all understand to 
be a very serious problem on reserva
tions. My amendment would simply 
change the funding mechanism in the 
bill to ensure that adequate funding is 
provided to tribes across the country. 
It would establish a 3 percent national 
set-aside, and tribal grants would be al
lotted from the set-aside based on a 
formula to be determined by the Sec
retary. Tribes, in both the pending leg
islation as well as in this amendment, 
would receive direct funding from the 
Federal Government to administer 
their own programs. 

The difference between the pending 
bill and our amendment is that, under 
the pending legislation, tribes would 
receive money based on the amount the 
State spent on them in fiscal year 1994. 
The State grant would be reduced by 
the amount of the tribal grant. Under 
our amendment, tribes would be allo
cated funds directly from the national 
set-aside. The funding for the tribes 
would be taken out of that 3 percent 
set-aside, even before the money is al
located to the States. 

So it is simply a different mechanism 
for ensuring that funds are allocated in 
an appropriate way. Why 3 percent? 
Mr. President, the poverty rate for In
dian children on reservations is 60.3 
percent-three times the national aver
age. I know that the percentage of the 
AFDC population that is represented 
by native Americans is less than 3 per
cent, but the problems tribes face are 
far greater than that statistic would 
dictate. 

Clearly, when you have a poverty 
rate of 60 percent, we have to do more 
than what at first glance might appear 
to be necessary. Per ca pi ta income in 
the United States is $14,000. Per capita 
income on the reservations is $4,000. 
Unemployment rates range, in South 

Dakota, from 29 percent all the way up 
to 89 percent. Nationwide, unemploy
ment on reservations is four to seven 
times the national average. 

So we face some extraordinary cir
cumstances on the reservations, Mr. 
President, and there is very little in
frastructure in existence to address 
these problems today. We need reform. 
We need to recognize that reform has 
to mean more than just resources. We 
need the mechanism and infrastructure 
to create new opportunities to provide 
the services that are so needed on res
ervations today. For all these reasons, 
tribes deserve the 3 percent. I hope 
that the amendment will be supported. 

I yield a minute to the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the chance to speak on behalf 
of the Daschle amendment. I do think 
it is very important that we try, as we 
are going through this legislation, to 
assist Indian tribes in pueblos around 
the country in helping their own peo
ple. 

We talk a lot about empowerment. 
Here is a chance for us to do just that. 
At the same time that we are talking 
about empowering people, we are in 
fact cutting funds for Indian education, 
cutting funds for tribal justice pro
grams, for housing operations, for trib
al law enforcement, tribal social serv
ices, and a number of other vital pro
grams. 

We should not shortchange the In
dian children of this country and their 
families in this bill. The Daschle 
amendment helps to ensure that we do 
not do that. I very much urge my col
leagues to support the Daschle amend
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCffi.JE. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader has 1 minute 18 sec
onds. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield that to the 
distinguished Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, as we 
prepare to vote on this measure, we 
should remind ourselves that, first, In
dians are sovereign. Second, there is a 
unique relationship existing between 
Indian nations and the Federal Govern
ment of the United States, a trust rela
tionship. There is no special relation
ship existing between States and In
dian country. The Constitution sets 
forth this relationship. The Supreme 
Court has upheld it on numerous occa
sions. 

I support the Daschle amendment. I 
hope we will continue to maintain the 
unique relationship that exists between 
Indians and the Federal Government. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator from Arizona 3 minutes. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, as the 
Senator from South Dakota points out, 
there are more poor Indians in America 
than reflected in the national average. 

The Senator's amendment calls for a 3-
percent set-aside, even in States where 
there is no Indian population. I began 
this process several months ago, work
ing with Senator DOLE and the Finance 
Committee, in attempting to achieve 
some way of providing native Ameri
cans with direct block grants to pay 
for their welfare programs. 

As part of the bill, no off-the-top 
lump sum is dedicated for tribes. In
deed, the Dole bill targets Federal 
funding on a tribe-by-tribe basis, scaled 
to the actual need, supported by the 
fiscal year 1994 data, not some overall 
national estimate of need of 3 percent 
or 2 percent. 

Mr. President, I have worked very 
hard with the Finance Committee in 
crafting a compromise that will pro
vide direct welfare block grants to the 
Indian tribes, separate from the States. 
In response to that, Mr. President, I 
have received from Indian tribes all 
over the country, including from the 
National Indian Child Welfare Associa
tion, complete satisfaction with the 
compromise that was worked out with 
Senator DOLE. 

If Senator DASCHLE can, in the name 
of politics, get Senators from West Vir
ginia, Ohio, Illinois, and other States 
that have no Indian population to sup
port this, fine. But I would like to 
point out to the Senator from South 
Dakota that he voted against an 
amendment by Senator DOMENIC! that 
was going so restore 200-some million 
dollars in draconian cuts that are 
going to triple and destroy the social 
programs in his State and in my State. 
I hope that he will devote some of his 
efforts to restoring those draconian 
measures which have brought 300 tribal 
leaders to the Nation's Capital in the 
most vociferous process I have ever 
seen in my 13 years in Congress. 

Mr. President, I support the Dole 
part of the bill which provides direct 
welfare block grants to Indian tribes, 
which the Indian tribes themselves 
support. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish 
to compliment Senator McCAIN as 
chairman of the Indian Affairs Com
mittee. I think he has provided a very 
valuable service because he does put 
some good language in this bill. 

The bill that we have before us-not 
the amendment, the bill we have before 
us-allows direct funding to Indian 
tribes based on actual AFDC popu
lation. 

Now, Indian AFDC population I heard 
is 1.3 percent, and I heard somebody 
say it is 1.7 percent of the population. 
Why would it be right to say they 
should receive 3 percent of the funding 
set aside? I think that is arbitrary. I 
also think it is maybe double what 
they are now receiving. 

Indian tribes should be able to re
ceive the block grant and be able to 
manage that, but it should be based on 
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the population receiving AFDC pay
ments. It should not be some arbitrary 
figure that is pulled out of the sky. 

I compliment Senator McCAIN for the 
language he has inserted in the bill. I 
urge my colleagues to vote no on the 
Daschle amendment because I think it 
sets up an arbitrary level that happens 
to be about double what the current In
dian population of AFDC is, and that is 
not called for. 

I do not think it is a good way to 
manage our welfare program. I think 
Senator DOLE has good language in the 
bill. Hopefully, it will be sustained. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
the Daschle amendment. 

I yield to the Senator from Rhode Is
land the remainder of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 1 minute 20 seconds. 

Mr. CHAFEE. My query is this, to 
the distinguished sponsor of the 
amendment. It seems to me that, as I 
understand it, Indians make up 1.5 per
cent of the AFDC caseload. There are 
different figures given here, but I heard 
no figure more than 2 percent. 
. Therefore, it is hard to understand 

why 3 percent should be set aside for 
this group that makes up 1.5 or 2 per
cent-whatever it is-of the caseload. 

I would appreciate if the distin
guished Senator could give us some 
help on that. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will 
use whatever time I may consume out 
of leader time to respond. 

Mr. President, the point I made in 
the short remarks that I have just 
completed is that the circumstances 
affecting Indian tribes are vastly dif
ferent than those affecting any other 
cross-section of the population. 

We have unemployment rates in 
South Dakota close to 90 percent. In
dian tribes nationwide have unemploy
ment rates of up to seven times what 
they are for the rest of the population. 
Not only are we dealing with an ex
tremely high level of unemployment, 
there is also little infrastructure to de
liver social services on many reserva
tions. Clearly, we have circumstances 
on many reservations that is far dif
ferent from other areas. 

That is really what we are trying to 
do, to recognize the extraordinary dif
ficulties that we face in a very con
centrated area: Reservations where 
there are really no resources; reserva
tions where there is no employment. 
We cannot locate businesses on res
ervations today. 

We are simply saying that if we are 
going to do this right, if we are going 
to allow tribes to do this right, we 
should allocate a 3 percent set-aside for 
tribes to allow them to begin solving 
these problems. 

Other requirements of the welfare 
bill before the Senate are required on 
the reservation. They have to work. 
Workfare is going to be an essential 
part of the requirement for the tribes, 
as it is for everybody else. 

Clearly, given the problems, given 
the requirements, and given the cir
cumstances, I think this is the nominal 
amount of effort that we ought to put 
forth to do this job right. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 35 seconds. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I do 
not doubt-as a matter of fact, I think 
I know probably almost as well as any
body on this floor-that we have very 
significant problems in the Indian com
munity. Welfare is part of it. It may be 
part of the problem. 

I am not sure that doubling the 
money going into AFDC for Indian 
tribes will solve that problem. It would 
provide greater cash assistance, no 
doubt. But I do not think that is nec
essarily right. 

If they have 1.5 percent of the popu
lation, we will say they get 3 percent of 
the money-that is not going to make 
their problems go away. If I really 
thought that would make their prob
lems go away, I might support the 
amendment. 

We have lots and lots of problems on 
reservations and in the Indian commu
nity, but I do not think just by increas
ing cash payments, that that is a solu
tion. I think the solution is in the Dole 
bill. 

I urge our colleagues to vote no on 
the Daschle amendment. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on agreeing to the 
Daschle amendment No. 2671. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 38, 
nays 62, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Bryan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 417 Leg.] 
YEA8-38 

Domenici Kohl 
Dorgan Leahy 
Exon Mikulski 
Feingold Moseley-Braun 
Feinstein Moynihan 
Ford Murray 
Graham Pell 
Harkin Pressler 
Inouye Pryor 
Johnston Sar banes 
Kennedy Simon 
Kerrey Wells tone 
Kerry 

NAY&-62 
Bumpers Craig 
Chafee D'Amato 
Coats De Wine 
Cochran Dole 
Cohen Faircloth 
Coverdell Frist 

Glenn 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lau ten berg 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Reid 

Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond_ 
Warner 

So the amendment (No. 2671) was re
jected. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2518 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the DeWine amendment, No. 2518, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 

Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. President, the amendment which 

Sena tor KOHL and I have proposed real
ly is a very simple one. It encourages 
States to work to keep people off of 
welfare before they ever go on welfare. 

I think this is not only the right 
thing to do from a humanitarian point 
of view but it is also the most cost ef
fective thing to do. In fact, we have 
seen several States make great 
progress with their programs to do 
this-Utah, Wisconsin, and there are 
many other States that are now just 
starting this type of a program. 

I believe that without this amend
ment the underlying bill would have 
the unintended consequence and re
solve of discouraging States from this 
type of early intervention. And I think 
everyone agrees we should be encourag
ing States to do so. 

Our amendment would give States 
credit toward their work requirement 
for reducing their caseload by helping 
people before they ever go on welfare. 

As I said, Mr. President, I think it is 
a very simple amendment. But I think 
it is an amendment that will in fact 
make a difference and will in fact en
courage the States to do what everyone 
agrees needs to be done; that is, keep 
people from getting on welfare. 

I might add, Mr. President, that it 
does not give the States credit toward 
their work requirement if, in fact, the 
reduction in caseload is achieved mere
ly by changing the requirements for 
being on welfare. These have to be ac
tually meaningful reductions that are 
achieved in other ways. Of course, one 
of the ways to achieve those is, in fact, 
by having that very, very early inter
vention. 
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Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish 

to compliment the Senator from Ohio, 
Senator DEWINE, who explained this 
amendment last night. We reviewed the 
amendment. We have no objection to 
it. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, as 
one who dearly loves Federal regula
tions imposed on States in minute, in
decipherable detail, I accept this 
amendment with great gusto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do all 
Senators yield the time? 

Mr. DEWINE. I yield the time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2518) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2668 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate on the Mikulski 
amendment, No. 2668, to be followed by 
a vote on or in relation to the amend
ment. 

Who yields time? 
Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 3 minutes on this amend
ment, and then I will yield to the Sen
ator from Iowa. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
Senator WELLSTONE be a cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I cor
rect myself. I yield myself 3 minutes, 
and then I will yield to the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], 2 minutes. 

Mr. President, today I rise to save 
the Senior Community Service Em
ployment Program of title V of the 
Older Americans Act. 

I do this to preserve over 100,000 sen
ior citizen jobs. Title V provides part
time, minimum wage employment, and 
community service to low-income 
workers as well as training for place
ment in unsubsidized employment. 

Its participants provide millions of 
dollars of community service at on
the-job sites making a critical dif
ference in care centers, hospitals, sen
ior centers, libraries, and so on. 

The Dole substitute now before us re
peals the Senior Community Service 
Employment Program. My amendment 
strikes this repeal. It saves the Senior 
Community Service Employment Pro
gram of title V of the Older Americans 
Act. 

If title V is not removed from the 
welfare reform bill, it will be repealed, 
along with 100 Federal job training pro-

grams, and rolled into a block grant. 
This will have a devastating con
sequence on these older workers. It 
serves directly in the communities 
across the Nation that benefits from 
these. 

My amendment is supported by sen
ior organizations across this country, 
including AARP, the National Council 
of Senior Citizens, and others. 

Mr. President, there are so many 
good reasons to support the Senior 
Community Service Employment Pro
gram. Title V is our country's only 
work force development program de
signed to maximize the productive con
tributions of a rapidly growing older 
population. It does this through train
ing, retraining, and community serv
ice. 

We should leave title V in the Older 
Americans Act. It does not belong in 
welfare reform, and it does not belong 
in the reform of the job training bills. 

Title V is primarily operated by pri
vate nonprofit national aging organiza
tions. This is not big bureaucracy. 

It is a critical part of that Older 
Americans Act and has consistently ex
ceeded all goals established by Con
gress and the Department of Labor, 
surpassing a 20 percent placement goal 
for the past 6 years and achieving a 
record of 135 percent in the last year. 

Title V, this Senior Community 
Service Employment Program, pro
vides a positive return on taxpayer in
vestment, returning $1.47 for every $1 · 
invested. It is means tested, and it also 
serves the oldest and the poorest in our 
society; 40 percent are minorities, 70 
percent are women, 30 percent are over 
the age of 70, 81 percent are age 60 and 
older, and 9 percent have disabilities. 

Surely they deserve to have their 
own protection. 

Title V ensures national responsive
ness to local needs by directly involv
ing participants in meeting critical 
human needs in their communities, 
from child and elder care to public 
safety and environmental preservation. 

Title V has demonstrated high stand
ards of performance and fiscal account
ability unique to Government pro
grams. 

Less than 15 percent of funding is 
spent on administrative costs. 

Title V historically has enjoyed 
strong public support because it is 
based on the principles of personal re
sponsibility, lifelong learning, and 
service to community. 

I urge your support for my amend
ment. 

Is the Chair tapping? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I did not hear the 

tap, but having heard the tap I now 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Iowa, a supporter of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ASHCROFT). The Senator from Iowa is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I support Senator 
MIKULSKI's amendment because there 
are a unique group of older Americans 
who will not be properly served by Sen
ator KASSEBAUM's new program, as 
well-intentioned as it is. 

Title V provides community service 
employment. In my State of Iowa, the 
program provided a total of 402,480 
hours of service just in this year. 

These workers serve in public 
schools, child care centers, city muse
ums and parks, as child care workers, 
library aides, kitchen workers; they 
work for Head Start, YMCA, YWCA, 
the Alzheimer's Association, the Salva
tion Army, the Easter Seal Society, 
and the American Red Cross. 

They work in activities that support 
as well the other Older Americans Act 
programs like senior centers, con
gregate meal sites, and home-delivered 
meals. 

I think this is a good use of tax
payers' money because it leverages pri
vate funds and other public funds. Sen
ator KASSEBAUM's bill will not lead to 
programs providing such employment. 

The Senator's legislation will help 
individuals find gainful private sector 
employment, and there is nothing 
wrong with that. That is a proper 
focus. But it is not a focus which is 
going to assist the kind of individuals 
currently enrolled in title V pro
gram~people 55 years and older, less 
than 115 percent of poverty. We are 
talking about low-income older Ameri
cans. Thirty percent of these workers 
are over 70 years of age. Eighty-one 
percent are over 60 years of age. They 
will not benefit from the training pro
grams and education programs that 
would be established under Senator 
KASSEBAUM's bill. Title V provides sub
sidized employment in community 
service jobs for workers who are highly 
unlikely to be the focus of programs 
under Senator KASSEBAUM's bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to speak today as a supporter 
of the amendment of my friend from 
Maryland. Her proposal would remove 
the Senior Community Service Em
ployment Program, or title V, from 
this bill. This amendment is important 
for several reasons: First, the Title V 
Program is not job training and should 
not be considered as part of this block 
grant; second, it fills an important role 
within the Older Americans Act; and 
third, it effectively serves a population 
that is difficult to reach with tradi
tional job training programs. 

The State of Michigan has had a long 
and successful relationship with this 
program. Thousands of people partici
pate in it each year. These individuals 
work in hundreds of different occupa
tions. The unifying factor in all this 
work is that older workers are contrib
uting to their communities. In most 
cases, they are coming out of retire
ment to reenter the labor force. 



24820 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1995 
I have received hundreds of constitu

ent letters asking me to support this 
provision. In explaining their involve
ment with the Title V Program, almost 
all the participants mention "giving 
something back to the community." It 
is imperative that Congress capitalize 
on this feeling. Now more than ever we 
need to hold onto and support our sense 
of communities and this can be done by 
following the examples set by our el
ders. In many communities, title V 
programs provide the link between sen
ior citizens and the younger genera
tions. The SCSEP gives older workers 
an opportunity to become engaged with 
their neighbors in a direct and mean
ingful way. 

Many of my colleagues know of the 
emphasis I place on community serv
ice. Usually, however, when we talk 
about this issue, our concern is about 
mobilizing young people to become in
volved. By contrast, the Title V Pro
gram is in operation. Its participants 
are active in communities now. If we 
repeal the Title V Program, many of 
these positions will be eliminated. One 
study estimates that 30,000 to 45,000 po
sitions will be eliminated by 1998. This 
will deprive neighborhoods and towns 
of one of their most valuable resources. 

Removing title V from this bill will 
provide us with the opportunity to dis
cuss the reauthorization of the Older 
Americans Act in its entirety. I am 
aware that the Aging Subcommittee of 
the Labor and Human Resources Com
mittee has already begun hearings on 
this issue. I look forward to seeing the 
recommendations that they produce on 
the act as a whole. I thank the Senator 
from Maryland for her leadership on 
this issue and I urge my colleagues to 
support the amendment. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, in offer
ing this amendment to save title V of 
the Older Americans Act. As you are 
aware, title V authorizes the Senior 
Community Service Employment Pro
gram [SCSEPJ which provides senior 
citizens valuable opportunities to serve 
their communities by contributing 
their valuable insight and experience. 

As a strong supporter and past co
sponsor of the Older Americans Act, it 
is my view that the future of the 
SCSEP should be determined during 
the reauthorization of the Older Ameri
cans Act, and should not be considered 
as part of the welfare reform debate. 
This successful employment program 
which serves our Nation's senior citi
zen is not part of the welfare system 
and does not belong in this bill. 

The SCSEP is one the most impor
tant programs authorized under the 
Older Americans Act which have been 
successful in the organization and de
li very of support services for senior 
citizens. For almost 30 years this pro
gram has offered low-income persons 
aged 55 or older part-time paid commu-

ni ty service assignments with the goal 
of eventually obtaining unsubsidized 
jobs. 

The only work force development 
program specifically designed to maxi
mize the potential of senior citizens, 
the SCSEP has consistently exceeded 
placement goals established by Con
gress and the Department of Labor. 
This clearly illustrates what I have al
ways believed-older Americans want 
to contribute. They want to work, to 
volunteer, to participate in their com
munity. It is critical that we recognize 
this interest and tap the valuable wis
dom, insight, and experience that sen
ior citizens bring to all aspects of life. 

There are several successful SCSEP 
programs here in Maryland, one of 
which serves my home community of 
Wicomico County. The Senior AIDES 
Program-in cooperation with State 
employment offices, community col
leges, and other federally funded em
ployment and training programs-helps 
seniors get the skills necessary to be
come part of the work force. 

Let me share with you one of the pro
gram's many success stories. Sarah 
Maxfield of Salisbury finished high 
school, got married, and raised a fam
ily. She had the occasional odd job or 
part-time work, but never really 
worked full-time until she had to go 
back to work to support herself. At age 
57, she entered the Senior AIDES Pro
gram in Wicomico County. While re
ceiving training in office skills, she 
also worked with the volunteer office 
delivering meals to elderly shut-ins. 

In September 1994, after having re
ceived training, she was placed in a 
subsidized job at Shore Up, Inc., a local 
community action agency. Shore Up 
was so impressed with her that I am 
pleased to report that she was subse
quently hired full time. 

Mr. President, by including the 
SCSEP in the job training block grant 
portion of this welfare bill, the pro
gram will be forced to compete with 
other, unrelated programs for a limited 
amount of funding. The end result will 
be fewer seniors working and fewer 
communities benefiting from the con
tributions of these older Americans. 

One of the central recommendations 
of the recent 1995 White House Con
ference on Aging with respect to sen
iors in the work force was to make 
available educational programs to pro
vide skilled trained, job counseling, 
and job placement for older men and 
women. This enhances senior citizens' 
ability to stay in or rejoin the work 
force or to prepare them for second ca
reers. 

In my view, Mr. President, it is clear 
that the proper legislative vehicle for 
consideration of this important pro
gram is not a welfare reform bill. The 
SCSEP deserves to be debated fully as 
part of the reauthorization of the Older 
Americans Act and I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the amendment 
proposed by my colleague from Mary
land concerning the Senior Community 
Service Employment Program, also 
known as the title V program. This 
amendment would remove title V from 
the job training block grant contained 
in the welfare reform bill we are con
sidering. 

Mr. President, this program is unique 
among employment programs. It serves 
people whose needs are not met by the 
more traditional job programs. The 
program also has a unique character 
which I believe would be destroyed by 
the block grant approach. 

Title V serves seniors who are often 
difficult to reach. The individuals who 
participate in this program have very 
low incomes, and often they have little 
or no formal job experience. Most par
ticipants are over 65, many are widows, 
and any job experience they have may 
have occurred decades ago. These indi
viduals need this program because it is 
the safety net separating them from 
extreme poverty and welfare depend
ency. 

Title V also differs from other job 
training programs because of its 
unique nature as a community service 
program. The jobs occupied by title V 
participants are in organizations which 
serve other seniors, children, and the 
community at large. Organizations 
which sponsor title V enrollees are 
those which are most likely to feel the 
pain of budget cuts and economic 
downturns, and they simply could not 
get the job done without the help of 
the title V program. 

Mr. President, if t}).e job training 
block grant includes title V, the losses 
will be felt throughout our social fab
ric. Who will lose? Well, first of all, the 
individuals who participate in title V 
will lose. By the time the block grant 
is fully implemented in 1998, between 
30,000 and 45,000 older people will be 
given pink slips. Do we really want to 
tell 45,000 poor people, most of whom 
are aged 65 and older, that they can no 
longer work to supplement their mea
ger income? Do we want to tell these 
proud people that we would rather have 
them on welfare? 

Communities will also lose under this 
block grant. There will be money lost 
from local economies as we squeeze 
more people into poverty. Local com
munities across America will also lose 
vital human services which are made 
possible through title V-services like 
tutoring of disadvantaged children and 
meals for the poor. In this social cli
mate, these are services we cannot do 
without. 

Another big loser will be govern
ment. We will lose tax revenue from 
people who are no longer employed. We 
will also lose because the title V par
ticipants who are forced out of jobs 
will be forced to go onto the welfare 
rolls, causing us to spend more money 
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on the very programs in which we are 
trying to find savings. Mr. President, 
this just does not make sense to me. 

I want my colleagues to understand 
that I am not standing before you say
ing that this program should not be 
changed in any way. I acknowledge 
that the time has come to subject title 
V to a thorough examination. As you 
know, concerns have been raised about 
this program, and these are concerns 
which deserve to be addressed. There 
also comes a time in every program 
when it is appropriate to take a few 
steps back, take stock of where we are, 
and make whatever changes are nec
essary to ensure that the program is 
fulfilling its central mission. But Mr. 
President, the last thing we need to be 
doing is combining this program with 
other employment programs with 
which it has very little in common. 

Let us act decisively today to save 
this program-for the sake of our local 
comm uni ties and the many organiza
tions which benefit from the program, 
and most of all, for the sake of the tens 
of thousands of older people who par
ticipate in title V. Over the years, this 
worthwhile program has freed count
less senior citizens from a prison whose 
bars are poverty, dependency, isola
tion, poor self-confidence, and lack of 
experience. Let us not slam the doors 
shut on them. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, 
today, I rise to save the Senior Com
munity Service Employment Pro
gram-title V of the Older Americans 
Act-and preserve over 100,000 senior 
citizens' jobs. 

Title V provides part-time, minimum 
wage employment in community serv
ices to low-income older workers, as 
well as training for placement in 
unsubsidized employment. 

Its participants provide millions of 
hours of community service work at 
their on-the-job sites, making a criti
cal difference at day care centers, hos
pitals, senior centers, libraries, and so 
on. 

The Dole substitute now before us re
peals the Senior Community Service 
Employment Program. 

My amendment strikes this repeal 
and saves the Senior Community Serv
ice Employment Program, title V of 
the Older Americans Act. 
If title V is not removed from the 

welfare reform bill, it will be repealed 
along with over 100 Federal job train
ing programs and rolled into a block 
grant. 

This will have devastating con
sequences on over 100,000 low-income 
older workers it serves directly, and 
the many communities across the Na
tion that benefit from these workers' 
job activities. 

My amendment is supported by sen
ior organizations across this country 
including the American Association of 
Retired Persons, Green Thumb, the Na
tional Council of Senior Citizens, Na-

tional Council of Black Aged, National 
Council on Aging, and the Urban 
League. 

The purpose of title V is to assure re
sources reach low-income older work
ers. 

The special needs of low-income sen
iors are often ignored or neglected by 
other employment and training pro
grams: Seniors with limited education; 
seniors with outmoded work skills; 
seniors with limited English-speaking 
ability; and seniors with a long-term 
detachment from the workforce, such 
as widows. 

The purpose of having a separate 
title V of the Older Americans Act is to 
assure that funds are actually used to 
serve low-income persons 55 and older. 

Title V merges two important con
cepts: Community service employment 
for seniors who would otherwise have a 
difficult time . locating employment in 
the private sector, and the delivery of 
services in their communities. 

Eliminating title V places seniors at
risk on winding up on welfare. 

Title Venables low-income seniors to 
be economically self-sufficient, rather 
than depend upon welfare. 

How ironic as we debate the welfare 
reform bill, that the result of repealing 
title V could swell the welfare rolls for 
seniors. Many title V participants are 
now self-sufficient. If this program is 
repealed and seniors lose their commu
nity service employment positions, 
these seniors may be forced to accept 
SSI, Medicaid, food stamps, and hous
ing assistance. 

Title V seniors would rather have a 
hand-up not a hand-out. 

There are 10 good reasons to support 
the Senior Community Service Em
ployment Program. 

First, title V is our country's only 
work force development program de
signed to maximize the productive con-, 
tributions of a radidly growing older 
population through training, retrain
ing, and community service. 

Second, title V is primarily operated 
by private, nonprofit national aging or
ganizations that are customer-focused, 
mission driven, and experienced in 
serving older, low-income people. 

Third, title V is a critical part of the 
Older Americans Act, balancing the 
dual goals of community service and 
employment and training for low-in
come seniors. 

Fourth, title V has consistently ex
ceeded all goals established by Con
gress and the Department of Labor, 
surpassing the 20 percent placement 
goal for the past 6 years and achieving 
a record 135 percent of goal in 1993-94. 

Fifth, title V provides a positive re
turn on taxpayer investment, return
ing $1.47 for every $1 invested. 

Sixth, title V is a means-tested pro
gram, serving Americans age 55+ with 
income at or below 125 percent of the 
poverty level, or $9,200 for a family of 
one. 

Seventh, title V serves the oldest and 
poorest in our society, and those most 
in need-39 percent are minorities; 72 
percent are women; 32 percent are age 
70 and older; 81 percent are age 60 and 
older; 9 percent have disabilities. 

Eighth, title V ensures national re
sponsiveness to local needs by directly 
involving participants in meeting criti
cal human needs in their communities, 
from child and elder care to public 
safety and environmental preservation. 

Ninth, title V has demonstrated high 
standards of performance and fiscal ac
countability unique to Government 
programs. Less than 15 percent of fund
ing is spent on administrative costs. 

Tenth, title V historically has en
joyed strong public support because it 
is based on the principles of personal 
responsibility, lifelong learning, and 
service to community. 

I urge your support for my amend
ment. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

The Senator from Kansas. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. How much time 

do I have, 5 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 

minutes. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I yield myself 3 

minutes and would yield the rest of the 
time to the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. GREGG]. 

I know how much the Senator from 
Maryland cares about older workers, as 
does the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY]. But I must oppose the Sen
ator's amendment to remove the Sen
ior Community Service Employment 
Program from the job training consoli
dation bill, which has been incor
porated into the legislation before us, 
for the following reasons. 

First, older workers are already pro
tected in the bill. Each State must 
meet benchmarks that show how well 
they are providing jobs for needy older 
workers. Their funds may be cut if 
they do not do an adequate job. 

Second, successful grassroots pro
grams like Green Thumb-and it has 
been a very successful program in Kan
sas-will be able to continue. This does 
not mean that that program is going to 
end. It simply means that it will be 
part of the training initiatives in the 
State, and its voice will be heard at 
that level. Older workers will have a 
very strong voice with Governors, and 
States will hear that voice when they 
develop their statewide training sys
tem. I have no doubt but that such 
strong programs will prevail. 

Third, older workers will be better 
served under the current bill because 
we will eliminate the middleman. 
Right now, most of the older worker 
funds go to 10 national contractors. 
The Senator from Maryland mentioned 
that fact. Let me just say, Mr. Presi
dent, something I think it is important 
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for my colleagues to recognize. The 
GAO will soon release a report showing 
that there is a great deal of waste in 
these national contracts, overhead that 
will be eliminated if the funds go di
rectly to the States. 

For example, the GAO found that one 
contractor spent about 24 percent of its 
contract on administrative expenses, 
well above the amount that is cur
rently permitted. Over $2 million was 
spent on personnel and $1 million was 
spent on fringe benefits. None of these 
funds went to older workers. It is an 
important group to reach, and I think 
the Senator from Iowa made that 
point. But I strongly feel there is a bet
ter way in which to deal with this. This 
training program is just one of 90 pro
grams we have consolidated into a sin
gle system that will hold States ac
countable. 

Finally, and I think this is an excep
tionally important point to take into 
account, if we make an exception for 
this program, other programs will want 
out as well, and we will only perpet
uate a system of duplication and over
lap. 

I must oppose the motion to strike. I 
would like to yield the remainder of 
the time to Senator GREGG, who cares 
a great deal also about the Older Amer
icans Act. He is the ranking member of 
the Labor and Human Resources Sub
committee dealing with this issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator 
from Kansas. I wish to associate myself 
with her remarks. The point she is 
making is that it is not a question of 
whether or not the money will be spent 
on senior citizens' jobs programs. 
Under the proposal of the Senator from 
Kansas, the same amount will be spent 
on senior citizens' jobs programs as 
will be spent as it is presently struc
tured. It is a question of whether or not 
those dollars actually get to senior 
citizens or whether they stay here in 
Washington and are administered by a 
group of unrepresentative, in my opin
ion, or at least by people who have not 
competed for the grants and that re
ceive the grants. 

There are nine organizations that re
ceive funds under this proposal. They 
receive them without competition. 
They simply are earmarked funds. 
These organizations, GAO tells us, are 
spending more than the law allows 
them to spend on administrative costs. 
Of the $320 million that is supposed to 
go to help senior citizens with jobs, $64 
million of that $320 million is presently 
going to administration. 

The proposal Senator KASSEBAUM has 
brought forward and which is included 
in this bill would allow that full $320 
million to go back to the States. We 
would no longer see that money 
skimmed off here in Washington for 
the purposes of lunches and funding 
large buildings that are leased or driv-

ing around the city or coming up here 
and lobbying us. Rather, it would go 
back to the States and the States 
would have the ability through their 
councils on aging to administer these 
programs and as a result the dollars 
would actually flow to the seniors who 
need the jobs, which is the basic bot
tom-line goal here. 

So if you want to vote against what 
basically amounts to a designated pro
gram where nine organizations benefit 
and put the money instead into the 
seniors' hands where the seniors can 
benefit, you will stay with the Kasse
baum approach in this bill. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and yeas were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Maryland. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 45, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
D'Amato 
De Wine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

[Rollcall Vote No. 418 Leg.) 
YEAS-55 

Feinstein Lieberman 
Ford Mikulski 
Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Grassley Murray 
Harkin Nunn 
Hatfield Pell 
Heflin Pressler 
Hollings Pryor 
Inouye Reid 
Johnston Robb 
Kempthorne Rockefeller 
Kennedy Sar banes 
Kerrey Simon 
Kerry Snowe 
Kohl Specter 
Lautenberg Wellstone 
Leahy 
Levin 

NAY8-45 
Frist McCain 
Gorton McConnell 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grams Nickles 
Gregg Packwood 
Hatch Roth 
Helms Santorum 
Hutchison Shelby 
lnhofe Simpson 
Jeffords Smith 
Kassebaum Stevens 
Kyl Thomas 
Lott Thompson 
Lugar Thurmond 
Mack Warner 

So the amendment (No. 2668) was 
agreed to. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2592 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 10 

minutes, equally divided, on the Boxer 
amendment No. 2592, to be followed by 
a vote on or in relation to the amend
ment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
I ask that the Senator from Massachu
setts be recognized for a unanimous
consent request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is recog
nized. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the privilege 
of the floor be granted to Omer Wad
dles, a legislative fellow in my office, 
during the consideration of H.R. 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withhold that request? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, is this 

the last amendment that time has been 
reserved for? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I notice there was a 
Faircloth amendment intervening. Is 
that withdrawn? 

Mr. SANTORUM. It was temporarily 
set aside. 

Mr. CHAFEE. So following the Boxer 
amendment, we will then go to other 
amendments that are called up. Is 
there any time agreement following 
the Boxer amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The floor 
is open and other Senators may call up 
their amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Boxer 
amendment be temporarily laid aside 
so that I might proceed with a modi
fication to the underlying Dole amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2280, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I send a 
modification of Senator DOLE'S amend
ment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. 

Without objection, the amendment is 
so modified. 

The modification is as follows: 
On page 23, beginning on line 7, strike all 

through page 24, line 18, and insert the fol
lowing: 
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"(5) WELFARE PARTNERSJilP.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The amount of the grant 

otherwise determined under paragraph (1) for 
fiscal year 1997, 1998, 1999, or 2000 shall be re
duced by the amount by which State expend
itures under the State program funded under 
this part for the preceding fiscal year is less 
than 80 percent of historic State expendi
tures. 

"(B) HISTORIC STATE EXPENDITURES.-For 
purposes of this paragraph-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-The term 'historic State 
expenditures' means expenditures by a State 
under parts A and F of title IV for fiscal year 
1994, as in effect during such fiscal year. 

"(ii) HOLD HARMLESS.-In no event shall 
the historic State expenditures applicable to 
any fiscal year exceed the amount which 
bears the same ratio to the amount deter
mined under clause (i) as--

"(!) the grant amount otherwise deter
mined under paragraph (1) for the preceding 
fiscal year (without regard to section 407), 
bears to 

"(II) the total amount of Federal payments 
to the State under section 403 for fiscal year 
1994 (as in effect during such fiscal year). 

"(C) DETERMINATION OF STATE EXPENDI
TURES FOR PRECEDING FISCAL YEAR.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 
paragraph, the expenditures of a State under 
the State program funded under this part for 
a preceding fiscal year shall be equal to the 
sum of the State's expenditures under the 
program in the preceding fiscal year for-

"(I) cash assistance; 
"(II) child care assistance; 
"(III) education, job training, and work; 
"(IV) administrative costs; and 
"(V) any other use of funds allowable 

under section 403(b)(l). 
"(ii) TRANSFERS FROM OTHER STATE AND 

LOCAL PROGRAMS.-In determining State ex
penditures under clause (i), such expendi
tures shall not include funding· supplanted by 
transfers from other State and local pro
grams. 

"(D) EXCLUSION OF FEDERAL AMOUNTS.-For 
purposes of this paragraph, State expendi
tures shall not include any expenditures 
from amounts made available by the Federal 
Government.". 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. What does the 
modification do? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, it pro
vides that there shall be a maintenance 
of effort at the BO percent level, with 
the tight definitions that we have pre
viously been discussing. 

Furthermore, it provides that should 
there be the effort below BO percent, 
then the reduction will be a dollar-for
dollar reduction between the State 
funds and Federal funds. 

Mr. President, this is an amendment 
that we have discussed, I believe broad
ly, that has been cleared by both sides. 

Senator DOLE is a supporter of this 
amendment on this side. Mr. President, 
I am glad that the amendment is ac
ceptable. I want to thank everybody 
for this. I especially thank the senior 
Senator from New Mexico, Senator Do
MENICI, for his outstanding work. He 
was key in the whole effort. Indeed, it 
was he who suggested to the majority 
leader that we have the BO percent 
maintenance of effort. 

This gets us through a difficult spot. 
We have been tied up on the 00-percent, 
75-percent maintenance of effort. This 

is a compromise that has been worked 
out. 

I know the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana has been very, very ac
tive in this area, and I am happy to 
hear any comments he might have. 

Mr. BREAUX. I will be brief, Mr. 
President. 

We attempted, as our colleagues 
know, to offer an amendment that 
would require that States to maintain 
an effort of 90 percent of what they 
were doing in 1994 in order to assure 
that the States and the Federal Gov
ernment had a true partnership in this 
effort. 

That amendment lost by only one 
vote. I think this effort of the Senator 
from Rhode Island, Senator CHAFEE, is 
a good effort. It is a big improvement 
over the current bill that is before the 
Senate. It is not 90 percent, but it does 
at least maintain an BO-percent effort 
on behalf of the States. That is better 
than the current underlying bill. 

The concern I have--and I ask the 
Senator to comment on this-is that 
the other body has no maintenance of 
effort at all in their bill and ultimately 
we will have to go to conference with 
the other body. I am concerned about 
the ability that the Senate will have to 
come out with a figure that is reason
able. 

I wonder if the Senator from Rhode 
Island could comment on whether 
there would be united support for the 
Senator's effort on behalf of his Repub
lican colleagues, and could he shed 
light on what he thinks may or may 
not happen as a result of a conference? 

I conclude by saying I do congratu
late him in this effort and I think it is 
a step in the right direction. Could he 
comment on what is likely to occur? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, first, I 
want to start off by commending the 
Senator from Louisiana because but for 
his amendment yesterday on the 90 
percent, I do not think we would have 
reached the compromise that we have 
on the BO-percent maintenance-of-effort 
level. 

The Senator is exactly right in point
ing out that the House is at zero. All I 
can say is, obviously I cannot guaran
tee what will come out of the con
ference. Nobody can. All I can assure 
him is that speaking for this Senator, 
who I presume will be a conferee, plus 
the other Republican Senators who I 
presume will be conferees, including 
the majority leader, all have indicated 
that they are strongly in support of 
this effort and this percentage. 

Now, I do not think we expect that 
this percentage is what will emerge 
from the conference. But it is going to 
be a lot better than zero, I can assure 
everybody of that. 

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CHA.FEE. Obviously, I hope that 

it would be the 75-percent level, but I 
see the distinguished ranking member 
of the committee, and we have all been 

through conference many times and all 
we can say is we will do our best. 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. Mr. President, I 
simply would like to be recorded as 
saying the best of the Senator from 
Rhode Island is very good, indeed, sem
per fi, in my view. 

I will be on that conference. I do not 
know to what consequence, but I will 
be there applauding. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the 
mere presence of the Sena tor from New 
York at the conference is a big plus to 
our side. 

Again, I want to thank him for his 
support of this amendment and thank 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana for everything he has done, includ
ing previous to today as I mentioned 
before. 

Mr. President, the amendment has 
been adopted. I want to thank all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment was a modification of the 
amendment which was modified by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I asked 
for a copy of the amendment, and it 
was not available, so would the Sen
ator from Rhode Island yield for two 
questions relative to the amendment? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I am familiar with the 

amendment we voted on yesterday of
fered by the Senator from Louisiana as 
it relates to what categories a State 
can allocate funds which will count to
wards the BO-percent maintenance-of
effort requirement. 

Could the Senator indicate if there 
are any variations from the amend
ment of the Senator from Louisiana? 
And, if so, what are those variations? 

Mr. CHAFEE. It is my understanding 
this gets a little bit arcane, and I am 
not trying to avoid the Senator's ques
tion in any fashion. We can safely say, 
basically the same as the amendment 
of the Senator from Louisiana. That is, 
the Senator is talking about-it is the 
title I block grants which fits into the 
definitions. 

Mr. GRAHAM. There had been con
cern about the definition under the 
original 75-percent maintenance of ef
fort that it would have allowed, for in
stance, a State's contribution to Med
icaid and Head Start programs to 
count toward maintenance of effort. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I want to assure the 
Senator, because I was disturbed by 
that provision likewise, that there can
not be that kind-a contribution to 
Medicaid does not count. It has to be 
basically the AFDC existing categories. 
It cannot be something for food stamps 
or Medicaid or an automobile or some
thing like that. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The second question: 
We had earlier debate about what hap
pens if a State's allocation of Federal 
funds declines, what occurs to that 
State's continuing maintenance of ef
fort? 

For instance, there is a very high 
probability that many States are going 
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to end up being sanctioned under this 
bill because they will have such a lim
ited amount of Federal funds that they 
would be unable to meet the work re
quirements and therefore would be
come subject to the 5-percent sanction, 
reduction. 

If that were to occur, what, if any, ef
fect under your amendment will that 
reduction in Federal funds, for what
ever reason, have on their mainte
nance-of-effort obligation? 

Mr. CHAFEE. If the Senator can hold 
for a moment. 

I know if the State goes down in its 
contribution, as I previously men
tioned, then the Federal goes down dol
lar for dollar if the State should go 
below the 80 percent. 

If your question is, what happens if 
the Federal goes down, under a sanc
tion, for example-if I might get the 
answer to that. 

If they are sanctioned, the answer is, 
I am informed, if they are sanctioned, 
the State still has to do its 80 percent. 
In other words, you cannot be so-called 
punished and be relieved of a burden at 
the same time, which is my under
standing of the existing law today. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Are there any in
stances in which, if the Federal funds 
are reduced below what they were in 
the base year 1994, that there would be 
adjustment to the maintenance of ef
fort? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am not sure I under
stand. 

Mr. GRAHAM. If for any reason
sanction or for other reason-sufficient 
that we do not appropriate the full $17 
billion in the year 2000 and States get 
less than is currently projected, if for 
that or any other reason-sanction, po
litical, economic, or otherwise-Fed
eral funds should fall below the 1994 
level, does your amendment provide for 
any adjustment to the maintenance-of
effort provision? 

Mr. CHAFEE. We do not address that, 
nor did the Breaux amendment address 
it. 

The question really is, should the 
Federal Government not make its ap
propriation, for the 1994 level, in the 
year 1998, or, as you said, 2000-we do 
not address that here. But I cannot be
lieve that, with 100 Senators, all rep
resenting States here, that they are 
going to permit their State in some 
way to be punished, or lack funds, or 
have to continue their effort at 80 per
cent when the Federal Government 
does not do its matching share. But we 
do not specifically address that prob
lem. We address the sanction problem. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I wish I could be as 
sanguine as the Senator from Rhode Is
land. Having seen how many Sena tors 
voted to punish the poor children on an 
earlier vote, I cannot be so sanguine. 

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

When we altered the 90-percent main
tenance of effort, it was based on 90 

percent of what the State received. So 
if the State received less from the Fed
eral Government because of cutbacks 
or whatever reason, they would have a 
90-percent requirement, to spend 90 
percent of the funds that they had re
ceived. Take that into consideration. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Am I correct-this is a 
question of the Senator from Rhode Is
land-this 80 percent is based on what 
was received in 1994? The Senator from 
Louisiana explained that in his amend
ment the 90 percent was 90 percent of 
the Federal funds in the year of re
ceipt. So if in 1998 a State received $100 
million, it would have a required main
tenance of effort of $90 million. 

I understand under the amendment of 
the Sena tor from Rhode Island-or am 
I correct that the 80 percent is 80 per
cent of what the State's required effort 
was in 1994? Is that correct? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Our bill-I cannot 
speak for the Breaux amendment be
cause I am not familiar with that par
ticular portion. Under our bill, the 80 
percent is related to 80 percent of what 
the State paid in 1994. 

Mr. GRAHAM. And that would be 
constant over the 5-year period, with
out regard to changes in the levels of 
Federal support? 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is right. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Presi

dent. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I ask the Chair now the 

parliamentary situation. 
I urge the adoption of the modifica

tion. Has that taken place? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

modification l:l.as been made in the 
amendment, made by unanimous con
sent. 

The pending question will be the 
Boxer amendment. There has been time 
reserved of 10 minutes, equally divided. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank 
everybody for their help in this, and 
particularly I want to thank the ma
jority leader, the distinguished ranking 
member of the Finance Committee, 
and others who have been very, very 
helpful on this. And of course the Sen
a tor from Louisiana. The Senator from 
Florida had some excellent questions. 

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Pennsylvania. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT-AMENDMENT 

NO. 2592 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that debate 
time and the rollcall vote scheduled 
with respect to the Boxer amendment 
No. 2592 be postponed to occur at a 
time later today, before the cloture 
vote, to be determined by the majority 
leader after consultation with the 
Democratic leader. 

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President. I shall not ob
ject. I support it. I just want to use 
this time to thank Senator SIMPSON, 
the majority leader's staff, Senator 
SANTORUM, and Senator NICKLES. We 

are working out some technical 
changes that will assure that this 
amendment does what we all want it to 
do. I just wanted to put that on the 
record. I look forward to the vote later 
in the day. 

It has been set aside. I am not object
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, we 
do not have any unanimous consent to 
work from at this point. We will take 
up, at this point, the Coats amend
ment. 

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2539 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2539 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, that will be the pending 
question. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I think it 
is easy for us to be overly consumed by 
some of the details of this welfare de
bate, arguing numbers and formulas-
portions of the legislation that are all 
important but can tend to mire us 
down and take our attention away 
from some of the broader implications 
of the debate we have been engaged in 
for the past several days. A great deal 
is at stake here, and I think we need to 
remind ourselves that this is the case. 

If we as a Nation accept the existence 
of a permanent underclass, we will be
come a very different Nation indeed. 
Social and economic mobility has al
ways been part of our national creed. It 
has been an outgrowth of our belief in 
equality. If we abandon that goal for 
millions of our citizens, through either 
indifference or through despair, giving 
up, we will do a number of, I think, so
cially very disadvantageous things. We 
will divide class from class. We will 
foster a future of suspicion and of re
sentment. And, while this may be a 
temptation to accept, I believe it is 
something we as a nation cannot ac
cept. 

On the left, it seems there are those 
who are so accustomed to the status 
quo that the best they can offer is 
some kind of maintenance of a perma
nent underclass as wards of the State, 
providing cash benefits to, hopefully, 
anesthetize some of their suffering, 
food stamps to relieve their hunger. 
But all hope for social and economic 
advancement seems to be set aside or 
abandoned. 

On the right, it seems that there are 
some who simply want to wash their 
hands of all of this, who view the 
underclass as beyond our help and be
yond any degree of sympathy or empa
thy. The only realistic response, they 
suspect, is probably more police and 
more prisons to deal with the tragic 
consequences of this breakdown in civil 
society. 
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The effect, I believe, of both of these 

approaches is to accept that poverty is 
permanent; that the underclass is 
going to be a fixture of urban life to be 
fed, feared, and forgotten. In doing so, 
we will condemn, in our minds, a whole 
class of Americans to be either wards 
or inmates. And I believe the American 
ideal will be diminished in that proc
ess. 

I understand those temptations. The 
problems we face seem so intractable. 
Those who listened to Senator MoY
NIHAN's initial discussion on the wel
fare bill last week had to understand 
both the brilliance and the sobering na
ture of that debate. We face a crisis, he 
said, and he outlined in graphic detail 
a crisis of illegitimacy that threatens 
not just the well-being of the children 
but the existence of our social order. 

To quote Charles Murray, he said, 
"Once in a while the sky is really fall
ing." And I believe, in this instance, as 
Senator MOYNIHAN has pointed out to 
us, that the sky is falling and that our 
Nation faces a crisis of a proportion 
that we have seldom faced before. 

I also understand that any reform 
that we undertake, particularly any 
radical reform that we undertake of 
the system, is undertaken with a de
gree of uncertainty. Senator MOYNIHAN 
has reminded us of the law of unin
tended consequences. 

Nathan Glazer has talked about "the 
limits of social policy," arguing that 
whatever great actions we undertake 
today involve such an increase in com
plexity that we act generally with less 
knowledge than we would like to have 
even if with more than we once had. 

But I think we also need to under
stand that there is another law at 
work. That would be the "law of unac
ceptable suffering." Because as the 
cost of our welfare system mounts the 
human cost mounts, the risk of change 
is diminished, and I believe there is a 
point beyond which inaction becomes 
complicity. I think we have reached 
that point. I think this is a principle 
that ought to organize and direct our 
debate, to try to find a source of hope 
so that we will not have an endless 
class of underrepresented, underprivi
leged citizens with which we have 
nothing to offer-hope that our divi
sions, class divisions, that appear to be 
so intractable in our society are not 
permanent and hope that suffering will 
not be endless. 

Mr. President, I think one source of 
that hope is found in devolution of 
power to the State. I know there is dis
agreement on that. But I think there is 
a compelling logic to the proposal. 
States are closer to the problems. Gen
erally, State solutions are more ac
ceptable to their public, and they are 
more flexible. We do not have a one
size-fits-all Federal mandate. Federal 
officials do not have a monopoly on 
compassion. I think that belies the 
lack of accomplishment over the last 
few decades. 

So I support the devolution as an ele
ment of the Republican reform. But I 
believe also there are limits to the ap
proach of devolution. The fact is most 
States have already engaged in some 
flexibility experiments and some devo
lution, some welfare experiments 
through devolution. Some reforms have 
been in place for years, and while the 
results show some good results there 
are several cases that have been good. 
Often progress is marginal, and some
times incremental. 

I do not offer this as a criticism. I 
offer it as a caution. Devolution I be
lieve is necessary. But I do not believe 
it is all sufficient because, as we all 
know, State officials are fully capable 
of repeating the same mistakes as Fed
eral officials, and State welfare bu
reaucracies can be just as strong and 
just as wrong as Federal programs. 

So I think the limitations of devolu
tion come down to this: The problem 
with welfare for the last 30 years is not 
the level of government at which 
money has been spent. Our difficulty is 
more than procedural. It is sub
stantive. We need to make fundamen
tal choices on the direction that our 
system is going, not just about its 
funding mechanisms. 

Mr. President, I think a second 
source of hope is found in the strength
ened work requirements of the legisla
tion that we have been discussing. Re
quiring work for welfare makes entry
level jobs more attractive and discour
ages many from entering the welfare 
system in the first place. I think it is 
also an expression of our values as a 
nation. Work, as we know, is the evi
dence of an internal discipline. It or
ders and directs or lives. I believe no 
child should be without the moral ex
ample of a parent who is employed, if 
at all possible. 

So I support this element of welfare 
reform. But, as we all know, work re
quirements are expensive. They are 
often difficult to enforce. They rep
resent the problem of what to do with 
the mothers of young children. Again, 
while not arguing that they are useless 
but that their effect is limited, they 
should be supported but they should 
not be oversold. 

I think a third source of hope is the 
removal of incentives to fail. We have 
been discussing that in detail today 
with these amendments. I think it is a 
mistake for Government to pay cash 
for a 14-year-old girl on the condition 
that they have children out of wedlock 
and never marry the father. We cannot 
justify, Mr. President, public policy 
that penalize marriage and provide il
legitimacy its economic lifeline. I 
think Government violates its most 
fundamental responsibilities when it 
tempts people into self-destructive be
havior. 

So I support the elements in the Re
publican plan. But the destructive in
centives in our welfare system are only 

part of the problem. The decline of 
marriage, the rise of illegitimacy are 

.rooted clearly in broader cultural 
trends that affect everyone, rich and 
poor. Without a welfare system, these 
trends would still exist and still 
threaten our society. 

Let me repeat that statement. With
out a welfare system, the trends of ille
gitimacy, the decline of marriage, 
would still exist and still threaten at 
the rate of their growth, and would 
still threaten our society. 

James Q. Wilson recently authored 
and article called "Culture, Incentives 
in the Underclass." He accepts the fig
ure that less than 15 percent of rising 
illegitimacy between 1960 and 1974 was 
due to increased Government benefits. 
"Some significant part of what is popu
larly called the 'underclass problem'" 
he argues, "exists not simply because 
members of this group face perverse in
centives but because they have been 
habituated in ways that weaken their 
self-control and their concern for oth
ers." 

In other words, I think what Wilson 
was trying to say is that the basic 
problem lies in the realm of values and 
character, and those values are shaped, 
particularly in early childhood, by cer
tain cultural standards. "I do not 
wish," Wilson adds, "to deny the im
portance of incentives such as jobs, 
penalties, or opportunities, but I do 
wish to call attention to the fact that 
people facing the same incentives often 
behave in characteristically different 
ways because they have been 
habituated to do so." 

People are not purely economic 
beings analyzing costs and benefits. We 
are moral beings. We make choices 
that reflect our values. Incentives are 
not irrelevant but it is ultimately our 
beliefs and habits I think that deter
mine our future. 

So I support these measures: Devolu
tion, work requirements, changing in
centives. Each one should be part of 
the package that the Senate passes. 
But even if they were all adopted in the 
form that I would like I believe that 
our problems and our divisions would 
still persist. 

It is important to work at the mar
gins because those margins are broad. 
A 15 percent reduction in illegitimacy 
would be a drama tic and positive social 
change. A similar increase in work par
ticipation could be labeled a major vic
tory. But I would suggest, Mr. Presi
dent, that our greatest single problem 
lies beyond the changes that we are de
bating in this welfare discussion. That 
problem I would suggest is a break
down in the institutions that direct 
and have humanized our lives through
out history, institutions of family, in
stitutions of neighborhood, community 
associations, charities, and religious
based groups. 

Sociologists call this the "civil soci
ety." They talk about "mediating 
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structures." They say that these insti
tutions build "social capital" and 
"positive externalities." But this point 
I think can be reduced to some simple 
facts. 

A child will never find an adequate 
substitute for a father who loves him 
or her. The mantle of government, the 
assistance of government, will never 
replace the warm hand of a neighbor. 
The directions of a government bureau
crat will never replace the counsel of a 
friend. Any society is a cold, lonely, 
and confusing place vithout the 
warmth of family, community, and 
faith. 

So it is interesting that this is pre
cisely the reason that Nathan Glazer 
warns of the "unintended con
sequences" in social policy. "Aside 
from these problems of expectations, 
cost, competency and limitations of 
knowledge," he argues, "there is the 
simple reality that every piece of so
cial policy substitutes for some tradi
tional arrangement, a new arrange
ment in which public authorities take 
over, at least in part, the role of the 
family, of the ethnic and neighborhood 
group, of voluntary associations [of the 
church]. In doing so, social policy 
weakens the position of these tradi
tional agents and further encourages 
needy people to depend on the govern
ment for help rather than on the tradi
tional structures," according to Glazer, 
and I agree with him. I believe this 
concern is real, and I think it ought to 
reorient our thinking and our efforts. 
Our central goal in this debate ought 
to be to try to find a way to respect 
and reinvigorate these traditional 
structures-families, schools and 
neighborhoods, voluntary associa
tions-that provide training in citizen
ship and pass on morality and civility 
to future generations. 

Listen again to James Wilson. I 
quote. 

Today we expect "government programs" 
to accomplish what families, villages and 
churches once accomplished. This expecta
tion leads to disappointment, if not frustra
tion. Government programs, whether aimed 
at farmers, professors or welfare mothers, 
tend to produce dependence, not self-reli
ance. If this is true, then our policy ought to 
be to identify, evaluate and encourage those 
local private efforts that seem to do the best 
job at reducing drug abuse, inducing people 
to marry, persuading parents, especially fa
thers, to take responsibility for their chil
dren and exercising informal social control 
over neighborhood streets. 

Mr. President, I believe we should 
adopt this approach because the alter
native, centralized bureaucratic con
trol, has failed. And because, second, 
the proposal of strict devolution has, 
as I indicated earlier, limitations. But 
I think there is a third reason we ought 
to adopt this approach, and I think 
that is the most central reason, that is 
because this is the only hopeful ap
proach that we face. 

These institutions-family, neighbor
hood, schools, church, charitable orga-

nizations, voluntary associations-do 
not just feed and house the body but 
reach in and touch the soul. They have 
the power to transform individuals and 
the power to renew our society. There 
is no other alternative that offers and 
holds out such promise. 

So I believe we ought to ask one 
question of every social policy passed 
to every level of government, and that 
question is: Does it work through these 
mediating, traditional, historical insti
tutions, does it work through families, 
neighborhoods, or religious or commu
nity organizations, or does it simply 
replace them? 

Our primary objective should not be 
to substitute bureaucrats from Wash
ington with bureaucrats from Colum
bus or Sacramento or Bismarck. It 
should be to encourage and support pri
vate and religious, neighborhood-based, 
nonreligious efforts without corrupting 
them with intrusive governmental 
rules. Our goal should not only be to 
redistribute power within government 
but to spread power beyond govern
ment. 

This I believe, Mr. President, is the 
next step in the welfare debate, the 
next stage of reform, the next frontier 
of compassion in America. Accepting 
this priority would focus our attention 
on possibly three areas: Emphasizing 
the role of family and particularly the 
role of fathers and mentors where fa
thers are not present in the lives of 
children; rebuilding community insti
tutions; and promoting private char
ities and religious institutions in the 
work of compassion. 

The next stage of welfare reform has 
to start with the family. The abandon
ment of children mainly by fathers is 
not a lifestyle choice. It is a form of 
adult behavior with disastrous con
sequences for children, for commu
nities, for society as a whole. When 
young boys are deprived of a model of 
responsible male behavior, they be
come prone to violence and sexual ag
gression. Sociologists will prove to you 
over and over again these are irref
utable facts. When young girls are 
placed in the same situation, they are 
far more likely to have children out of 
wedlock. There is a growing consensus 
that families are not expendable and 
fathers are not optional. 

The next step in welfare reform will 
reestablish a preference for marriage 
at the center of social policy in Amer
ica. Wilson again observes that: 

Of all the ins ti tu tions through which peo
ple may pass-schools, employers, the mili
tary-marriage has the largest effect. For 
every race and at every age, married men 
live longer than unmarried men and have 
lower rates of homicide, suicide, accidents 
and mental illness. Crime rates are lower for 
married men and incomes are higher. Infant 
mortality rates are higher for unmarried 
than for married women, whether black or 
white, and these differences cannot be ex
plained by differences in income or availabil
ity of medical care. So substantial is this dif-

ference that an unmarried woman with a col
lege education is more likely to have her in
fant die than is a married woman with less 
than a high school diploma. 

An astounding statement. 
Now, for those of us who have been 

married for a long time-and I just 
celebrated my 30th wedding anniver
sary-there are probably moments and 
days when that does not quite ring 
true. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. COATS. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I heard him say he 

just celebrated his 30th wedding anni
versary. Can I not assume that Mrs. 
Coats is also celebrating? 

Mr. COATS. Mrs. Coats would be de
lighted and will be delighted when I ex
plain what the Senator from New York 
has said about her. She was a child 
bride, and I was privileged to marry 
her. And she has retained the vibrancy 
of her youth. I claim no credit for that. 
She has done that in spite of her hus
band. 

As Wilson has said, there are some 
great advantages to the institution of 
marriage; and I think that has been 
proven out over time, actually from 
the beginning of time. 

As I said, while there may be mo
ments that each of us can point to 
where we might question that fact, it 
is undeniable in terms of the statistics 
that are now in relative to life expect
ancy, rates of homicide, suicide, acci
dents, and mental illness. And as a na
tion, it ought to be our policy to pro
mote that and not have policies in 
place, although maybe well intended, 
that often serve as a disincentive. 

I also think that the next stage of 
welfare reform should find new ways of 
rebuilding economic and educational 
infrastructure, spreading ownership, 
housing, assets, educational opportuni
ties. Successful businesses, active 
churches, effective schools, and strong 
neighborhoods have always been the 
backbone of community. To the extent 
that we can once again, through policy, 
where appropriate-in many places it is 
not appropriate and not effective-to 
the extent that we can emphasize and 
nurture this rebuilding, this renewal, 
we should do so. 

We should also, I believe, focus our 
attention and resources on private 
charities and religious institutions, 
and that is the reason Senator 
ASHCROFT and I rise today to offer this 
amendment. We offer it primarily for 
discussion purposes, but we believe 
that a debate should, if it has not al
ready, begin relative to the role of 
these institutions in dealing with some 
of our social problems. 

We suggest that a charity tax credit, 
which we introduced last Friday, can 
answer some very important questions, 
the most important of which is how 
can we get resources into the hands of 
these private and religious institutions 
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where individuals are actually being 
transf armed, renewed, and provided 
both external as well as internal help, 
and how can we do this without either 
undermining their work with our Fed
eral and State and governmental re
strictions or offending the first amend
ment. 

We think this amendment accom
plishes that purpose. We respond by of
fering a $500-per-person tax credit for 
charitable contributions to poverty al
leviating, poverty preventing, poverty 
relief organizations. We also require 
that individuals volunteer their time 
as well as donate their money to qual
ify for the credit, because we think it 
is necessary to do more than simply 
write a check. 

We think there are a couple very im
portant things that can be accom
plished by personal involvement: First, 
the obvious connection that comes 
with bringing together those that are 
seeking to provide assistance with 
those that need the assistance and the 
benefits that flow both ways from that 
effort. But, second, it is an account
ability factor, a factor that allows indi
viduals to see how their money is being 
used and to ensure that the agency, the 
church, the association, the group that 
is utilizing the dollars that are contrib
uted, that they are utilized in the most 
effective and most efficient way. 

We would like to take a small por
tion of welfare spending in America
estima tes are that roughly about 8 per
cent of what total welfare spending is 
in terms of what the reduction in reve
nue to the Federal Treasury would be 
through the charity tax credit-and 
give it through the Tax Code to private 
institutions that provide individuals 
with hope, with dignity, help and inde
pendence. 

We do not eliminate the public safety 
net, but we want to focus attention on 
resources where we think they will 
make a substantial difference. 

Second, we would like to utilize this 
in a way of promoting an ethic of giv
ing in America. Because when individ
uals make these contributions to effec
tive charities, it is a form of involve
ment beyond writing a check to the 
Federal Government. It encourages a 
new definition of citizenship and re
sponsibility, one in which men and 
women examine and support the pro
grams in their own communities. 

Marvin Olasky has written about all 
this. He comments: 

Within a few miles of Capitol Hill there are 
several places that we could visit today 
which solve social problems more effectively 
and efficiently than any measure we will 
pass in this welfare debate. 

I took him up on that challenge, and 
one of the organizations I visited was a 
shelter operated by the Gospel Mission, 
just within the shadow of the Capitol, 
about 5 blocks from here, that takes 
homeless, hopelessly drug-addicted 
men off the streets and literally has 

transformed them into responsible, 
productive citizens. Their rehabilita
tion rate is 66 percent over a 1-year pe
riod of time. 

The same program, or something 
similar to that program, is run by the 
Federal Government, called the John 
Young Center. I drive by it every 
evening on my way home from work. 
That center has been in and out of the 
newspapers. Drugs are regularly dealt. 
And it has been a place of despair, not 
a place of hope. They claim a rehabili
tation rate of 10 percent. They spend 20 
times the amount of the Gospel Mis
sion. 

Now, we ought to be visiting these 
institutions and asking ourselves the 
question, what are they doing at the 
Gospel Mission that they are not doing 
at the Federal center? Or, conversely, 
what are they doing at the Federal cen
ter that is not being done-that we 
ought to avoid doing elsewhere? 

This is just one example, one exam
ple of examples that exist in almost 
every community in America, where 
because of frustration with a govern
ment-run program, with a government 
attempt, citizens have undertaken, ei
ther through religious charities, faith
based or not, religious-based, Big Sis
ters, Salvation Army, the medical vol
unteers, the local Matthew 25 clinic 
that exists in Fort Wayne, IN, where 
medical doctors volunteer their time 
to the poor-they exist everywhere, but 
not to the degree to which it is making 
a substantial difference in the 
macrosense in our Nation. 

So Senator ASHCROFT and I are try
ing to highlight these organizations, 
show how they provide a measure of 
hope, how they can renew lives, renew 
communities and, hopefully, nurture 
them through acquainting our citizens 
with their work and giving them the 
means with which to contribute to 
them. 

Robert Woodson said, for virtually 
every social program we face today, 
somewhere a community group has 
found the solution that works. 

I believe, Mr. President, this is the 
greatest source of hope in this welfare 
debate. And the primary reason why I 
am not pessimistic is-because it is 
easy to be pessimistic-that many of 
these groups, as Woodson points out, 
are faith-based, not a particular faith, 
not a particular denomination. In 
some, the faith is contrary to my own 
faith, but they gain their authority and 
their success by serving their neigh
bors as a form of service to their God. 
And their ministry includes an element 
of spiritual challenge and moral trans
formation. 

Government should not view this as a 
problem to be overcome, but as a re
source that we ought to welcome with 
open arms because, in serving the poor, 
we ought to look at religious efforts as 
allies and not rejected as rivals to our 
program. That power of religious val-

ues and social change can no longer be 
ignored. It is one of the common de
nominators of a successful compass. 

Let me wrap up here by quoting from 
Robert Woodson again. Bill Raspberry 
wrote a fascinating article on this 
some time ago in the Washington Post. 

Woodson said: 
People, including me, would check out the 

successful social programs-I'm talking 
about the neighborhood-based healers who 
manage to turn people around-and we would 
report on such things as size, funding, lead
ership, technique. 

He said: 
Only recently has it crystallized for me 

that the one thing virtually all these pro
grams had in common was a leader with a 
strong element of spirituality .... 

He said: 
We don't yet have the scales to weight the 

ability some people have to supply meaning 
[in other people's lives]-to provide the spir
itual element I'm talking about. 

He said: 
I don't know how the details might work 

themselves out, but I know it makes as 
much sense to empower those who have the 
spiritual wherewithal to turn lives around as 
to empower those whose only qualification is 
credentials. 

Mr. President, the failure of our cur
rent approach has resulted among 
Americans in "compassion fatigue." 
That is understandable, but that is not 
healthy for our society. Compassion for 
the poor is a valuable part of the Amer
ican tradition, and it is also a central 
part of our moral tradition. At the 
very deepest level, we show compassion 
for others because we are all equally 
dependent upon the compassion of our 
Maker. 

But a renewal of compassion will ul
timately be frustrated if we act on a 
definition of that virtue which has 
failed. The problem we face is not only 
that welfare is too expensive, which it 
is; the problem is that it is too stingy 
with the things that matter the most-
responsibility, moral values, human 
dignity and the warmth of community. 

This Nation, I suggest, Mr. President, 
requires a new definition of compas
sion, a definition which mobilizes the 
resources of civil society to reach our 
deepest needs. This is going to be a 
challenge to our creativity. Our re
sponse, I suggest, will determine much 
more about the American experiment 
and the limits that we place on its 
promise. 

So the amendment that Senator 
ASHCROFT and I are offering is simply a 
step, a suggestion, a step toward pro
viding a way to expand that compas
sion in America, to enlist our citizens 
in the act of citizenship, and to go be
yond government to return to those in
stitutions which historically, tradi
tionally, and effectively have mediated 
some of our deepest social concerns-
the family, the neighborhood, the 
schools, charitable organizations, reli
gious and nonreligous voluntary asso
ciations. 
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I hope that we can move beyond the 

details of the welfare debate. Much of 
this will be discussions for future days. 
But I hope that this amendment we are 
offering at least offers a start and this 
debate in which we are engaging will 
take us to the place where we can step 
back and take a broader view of the 
problems we face and a more creative 
view of the solutions to address those 
problems. 

Mr. President, with that I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. MOYNIBAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIBAN. Mr. President, I am 

going to have to be away from the floor 
for awhile now, but I want to say that 
the remarks of the Senator from Indi
ana are the most compelling and 
thoughtful and, in a certain sense, I 
hope, perfecting of any I have heard in 
19 years on this floor debating this sub
ject. I can scarce summon the language 
to express my admiration. 

I acknowledge the persuasion that 
comes from citing dear friends of 40 
years and more, such as Nathan Glazer 
and James Q. Wilson, with whom I 
have been associated. But the growing 
perception of the nature of our prob
lem-I could have wished this debate 
had never taken place in the Senate. 

The proposal to disengage the Fed
eral Government from the care of de
pendent children is not something I 
can welcome. The address of the Sen
ator from Indiana almost makes it 
worthwhile. 

The other evening, Monday evening, 
at the American Enterprise Institute, 
Robert Fogel of the University of Chi
cago presented a superb historical per
spective on the cycles of moral and re
ligious awakening that have taken 
place in the United States since the 
1740's, such as during the American 
Revolution, when we came to judge 
that the British Government was not 
sufficient ethically and morally as an 
institution. Abolition, slavery, temper
ance-we have had this experience be
fore, and it may be we are beginning it 
again, because what the Senator says 
is so very clear that in the end, these 
are issues of community, issues of rela
tionships, issues of moral understand
ings and persuasion. 

I have said that however much we 
may be taking a retrograde measure 
with respect to a Government program, 
for the first time ever, we are begin
ning to talk about the problems of fam
ily structure. President Bush began 
this in an address at Notre Dame in 
1992. President Clinton brought it up in 
a State of the Union Message when he 
rather casually cited projections which 
had been made in our office about 
where we may be heading. This week's 
issue of the the Economist discusses it 
as a worldwide phenomenon but uses 
the United States as the most ad
vanced and desperate case. 

I just will make one final caveat if 
you like, caution if you will. We are fi
nally asking the right questions. I do 
not think we have answers. None will 
assert this more with greater convic
tion than such as Nathan Glazer or 
James Q. Wilson. Wilson gave the Wal
ter Wriston lecture at the Manhattan 
Institute in New York City last No
vember entitled "From Welfare Reform 
to Character Development." His new 
book is on character. 

He has this passage. He says: 
Moreover, it is fathers whose behavior we 

most want to change, and nobody has ex
plained how cutting off welfare to mothers 
will make biological fathers act like real fa
thers. We are told that ending AFDC will re
duce illegitimacy, but we don't know that. It 
is, at best, an informed guess. Some people 
produced illegitimate children in large num
bers long before welfare existed and others in 
similar circumstances now produce none, 
even though welfare has become quite gener
ous. 

We have to accept that. We will not 
get the right answers until we ask the 
right questions, but we are not there 
yet. 

Without going into detail, we do have 
some early returns on a program of 
counseling and education with respect 
to teenage births, and we find no effect; 
a very intensive effort now 4 years in 
place with nothing to show. But that is 
all right, the effort has begun. Eight 
years ago, it would not have come. 

So I just want to express my admira
tion and my thanks to the eloquent, 
persuasive Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. President, I see the Senator from 
Missouri has risen. I yield the floor. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Missouri. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 

want to join the senior Senator from 
New York in commending the Senator 
from Indiana for an outstanding, in
sightful, and dispassionate analysis of 
a very, very difficult problem. Too 
often in this Chamber, we view this 
problem as a financial problem or a 
governmental problem or a bureau
cratic problem. But I think the Sen
ator from Indiana has clearly alerted 
us to the fact that this is a problem for 
individuals, and it is a problem for 
families, and it is a problem for our 
culture. 

I believe the measure which he and I 
are proposing is a measure which takes 
into account our understanding that 
we do not believe that government is 
the complete answer to the challenges 
we face. As a matter of fact, the Sen
ator from Indiana has noted with clar
ity that there are many, many efforts 
by government which have been at
tended by only modest success, if it can 
be described as success at all. 

When those enterprises are compared 
with the efforts that have been made 
by a number of private groups, includ
ing faith-based organizations, it is 
clear that the success rate, sort of the 

change rate, the therapy rate, the heal
ing rate in those organizations is dra
matically higher. 

I was pleased to have the opportunity 
to cooperate with him to try to think 
of ways we could address our problems 
that go, as he puts it, ingeniously be
yond government. 

So often, it is in the role and nature 
of government to establish the mini
mums: If you do not follow these rules 
or these regulations, you end up in jail. 
You have to pay this much or you have 
to do this much in order to remain 
free. Government does not really call 
us to our highest and best, frequently. 
That job is the job of other institu
tions. 

In order for us to solve this very sub
stantial challenge, the critical chal
lenge and a crisis in terms of our 
human resources, we are going to have 
to do more than minimums, the kind of 
thing government frequently deals 
with. We are going to have to get into 
the arena of maximums, and we have 
to find ways of calling on people to be 
at their highest and their best, rather 
than just participating in the fun
damental threshold of what it takes to 
be a member of the club we call our so
ciety. 

So beyond government, to expect to 
do more than government would do, to 
try to elicit responses from individuals 
who literally accept responsibility for 
helping in this circumstance, we have 
come up with this idea to provide in
centives for individuals to invest their 
resources and themselves in private 
charitable enterprises which have a 
track record of doing what we have 
failed to do so miserably in our welfare 
program. 

None of us have to recount the fail
ure of the welfare program. We know 
that there are more people in poverty 
now than there were when we started 
the war on poverty. We know that the 
number of children in poverty is a 
higher percentage than it was when we 
started this assault on poverty by gov
ernment. We can only conclude that 
the prisoners of the war, the POW's of 
the war on poverty, have been the chil
dren of America, the future of this 
great country. 

What can we do to try to break this 
cycle of dependency, to slow the prob
lem instead of grow the problem, be
cause it occurs to me that as we have 
sought to remedy this situation, to 
bring therapy to this wound through 
government, we have exacerbated the 
problem; the hemorrhage has increased 
rather than been stemmed. 

Perhaps it is instructive for us to 
look into our past to find out what 
might be helpful to us in the future. 

Our current crisis in the cities is not 
singular, not unique, not something 
that never happened before. We have 
had crises in our cities before. Scholars 
have studied them, and they can point 
to ways in which we might remediate 
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them. And Professor Marvin Olasky, 
from Texas, has written eloquently, 
and Gertrude Himmelfarb has written, 
as well, about the same crisis that, 100 
years ago, gripped American cities. One 
of the interesting things about those 
crises is that they were attended by a 
social outpouring, a civic commitment 
to deal with the problem. 

The distinguished junior Senator 
from Illinois, yesterday, had a picture 
on the floor of the Senate. It showed 
youths huddled against a building, 
semi-clothed, barefooted, sleeping one 
upon the other, in Chicago 100 years 
ago. It was a tragedy then, and what is 
happening to our young people is a 
tragedy now. She had several sugges
tions that we could remedy the tragedy 
with governmental guarantees today. 
It is interesting to me that the tragedy 
was not remedied 100 years ago with 
governmental guarantees-and I am 
not against Government and against 
having the right kind of safety net and 
the right kind of transitional welfare; 
but when welfare moves from being 
transitional to vocational, and the 
Government becomes the keeper of the 
poor, and as the keeper of the poor, the 
Government keeps people poor, we 
have missed part of the equation. 

One hundred years ago, a substantial 
component of the equation was simply 
that citizens cared, and they volun
teered and worked with one another 
compassionately to meet the needs. We 
need to signal, state, and we need to, as 
the Government, develop an under
standing in this culture, in our commu
nities, in our cities across this country 
that we cannot get this job done and 
expect and want people to participate 
as volunteers. 

There are interesting data that in 
the crisis of 100 years ago in New York, 
there were two volunteers for every 
needy person. We have substituted 
Government for volunteers, and now 
we have 200 needy people for every so
cial worker. That is just not a problem 
with the numerics, because 200-to-1 is 
an incredible load. It is also a problem 
with the character, not just the quan
tity. I am not impugning the character 
of social workers. They are wonderful 
people that are devoting their lives. 
But it is different to be administered to 
by a paid social worker than by an in
dividual who says, "I love you and this 
community enough to accept respon
sibility, and I want to be part of im
proving your lot. I want to help you 
move from where you are to a place 
that is closer to where I am. I want to 
help you elevate yourself from depend
ency to industry, from despair to 
hope." 

We need to do what can be done to 
send a strong signal that we want the 
desperate and needy of America to be a 
part of the devoted aspiration and con
tribution of our communities and cities 
and citizens. This modest proposal says 
to people that if you will give to chari-

table organizations that meet the 
needs of the needy, you will get your 
normal tax break. But if, in addition to 
giving your money, you will also get 
involved-and the Senator from Indi
ana said it very clearly, that we want 
the extra impact of citizen involve
ment, but we want the extra account
ability of citizen involvement, citizens 
who do not just write a check as a 
means of shedding the consciousness 
and excusing themselves from the chal
lenge, but we want citizens who want 
the check as a way of propelling them
selves into the challenge, to meet the 
challenge. 

So if you will contribute to these 
charitable organizations and you will 
match your contribution with an hour 
a week, on the average, through the 
year-50 hours-we will say as a Gov
ernment that we honor this, that we 
respect it, and we want to encourage 
this, we want to teach this as a value 
and virtue in American life, and we 
care for each other to the extent--to 
use the phrase of the Senator from In
diana-that we go beyond Government 
and that we _get into the involvement, 
one with another, and we have an 
interface between those in need and 
those who can meet the need. That 
would carry us forward. 

It is with that in mind that we have 
raised this proposal for debate in the 
U.S. Senate. I believe that I could 
stand here and go through a litany of 
these kinds of nongovernmental orga
nizations, and I have pages of them and 
their examples and success rates and 
their success stories. The Senator from 
Indiana has appropriately indicated 
that they operated about one-twenti
eth of the cost that normally attends 
the governmental function. 

I could talk about the experience of 
certain Governors, like Governor 
Engler, who has a program that is suc
cessful. He says the reason is that be
cause he has been able to get the Lu
theran Services to be a party to it, be
cause they care at a different level. 
There is a different character about the 
helping hand of a volunteer than there 
is about the heavy hand of Govern
ment. He says that the reason the pro
gram works is that this caring, loving, 
helping hand is available 24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week. He says that in 
order to get certain of the Government 
programs to work, he has to ask people 
to have their problems between 9 in the 
morning and 5 in the afternoon, Mon
day through Friday. The truth of the 
matter is that needs arise in ways that 
require caring and help and healing, 
rather than bureaucracy. 

So it is with this in mind that we 
have suggested to this U.S. Senate for 
its consideration, as it ponders what 
we do to :qieet the challenges of lives 
that are in despair, that we would con
sider making a statement that we want 
to revalue the work of volunteers. We 
want to say to individuals: Do not just 

write a check, but make a contribution 
with your life. And that could help us 
on the track to the solution that 
helped when, 100 years ago, volunteers 
overwhelmed the problems and began 
to move us on a track toward recovery. 

While we are continuing in a mode of 
intensifying the problem, we need to be 
switching to a mode of mitigating the 
challenge. I think we can do that by 
encouraging the citizens to be the car
ing hand of the community and doing 
it in a way that expresses the care that 
healthy communities must have in 
order to be surviving communities. 

I commend the Sena tor from Indiana 
for his outstanding statement of the 
opportunity for us to move beyond 
Government. I think we should take 
the small steps that are available to us 
and ultimately take larger steps to 
make sure that we move beyond Gov
ernment so that we get into the cat
egory of success and remediation and 
we avoid what we have experienced to 
date, which is despair and aggravation 
of the problem. 

I am grateful to the Senator and I 
thank him. 

Mr. COATS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Yes. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 

whether or not the Senator from Con
necticut is here to offer an amendment. 
Senator Ashcroft and I intend to with
draw our amendment. But if there are 
others who want to speak on it, we ob
viously would encourage that. I have 
gotten some indication that the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania wishes to 
speak on it. At the appropriate time, 
we will withdraw that. 

Before I yield, let me commend my 
colleague for his articulate, passionate 
statement on behalf of a concept that I 
believe is critical to the future of this 
country, something that we must em
body, embrace, and something that we 
must advance if we are to address this 
crisis that exists in our society. 

He brings his experience as a Gov
ernor. He has had the opportunity that 
many of us have not had in dealing 
with this on a day-to-day basis from an 
executive position and as someone who 
was charged with the responsibility of 
carrying out policy instead of just 
making policy. He brings the experi
ence of someone with a deep heritage of 
service to others, and his commitment 
to this concept is commendable. 

I want to thank him not just for his 
support but for his initiation and his 
leadership on this effort. We have been 
going along parallel tracks and discov
ered that we were attempting to ad
vance the same ideas, so we merged our 
efforts. 

His thoughts about involving individ
uals as volunteers, as well as just the 
writing of a check for the tax credit, 
was instrumental to this package. His 
work and efforts and writings and 
speaking about it have been very, very 
important to this. 
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I thank him and I want to tell him 

what a privilege it is to go forward to
gether and hopefully have others join 
us as we attempt to address this next 
stage in the welfare debate. 

I thank the Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Senator 

from Indiana. I yield the floor. 
Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Senator 

from Connecticut for his patience. I 
know the Sena tor has an amendment 
to follow this. My understanding is this 
is an amendment we can accept on this 
side of the aisle. I will not make him 
wait unduly. 

I wanted to speak on this issue be
cause, like the Senator from Missouri 
and the Senator from Indiana, I, too, 
had a piece of legislation I introduced 
that provided a tax credit for charities 
that do work for the poor. It is a tax 
credit for people who give to charities, 
who do work for the poor. 

I, too, like the Senator from Indiana, 
see this as the next logical step in the 
devolution of welfare. We had an exper
iment in the 1960's that tried welfare as 
a grand social scheme that, in fact, 
should be a national problem solved on 
a national level by national bureau
crats and national policy. I think what 
we have seen is that has been a dan
gerous and, in fact, a very destructive 
way of approaching this problem. 

What is being offered here on the 
floor is, in my opinion, sort of a step
ping-stone to what the final solution 
should be to solving the welfare prob
lem. What we are doing here is a block 
grant back to the States, saying we 
need States to have more flexibility. 
We need to get it back down to the 
local level. 

What Senator COATS, Senator 
ASHCROFT, and I have put forward is 
really this next logical step, which is 
why do we have the Government di
rectly involved in setting policy .on 
poverty at all? Why do .we not enable, 
empower the people who are most con
cerned about the people who are poor, 
and that is people in their community, 
family members, neighbors, and people 
living down the street? 

Those we have found over time are 
the most effective poverty-fighting 
tools that we have in our society-peo
ple who actually care about their 
neighbors and their friends and their 
family members. 

What we need to do is take all this 
money that gets channeled through 
Washington and instead of having it 
channeled through here, take that 
money and directly send it to the non
profit churches, in many cases, or com
munity organizations that are directly 
involved on the front line of solving 
the issue of poverty in the commu
nities. 

I know the Senator from Indiana rep
resents large cities like Indianapolis 
that have communities in them in 
those cities where there are no jobs, 
there is no nothing, there is no institu-

tion left. The only thing left is a 
church that holds the whole commu
nity together. 

Why would it not be proper for those 
people who are paying taxes in that 
community to be able to take a tax 
credit to help that church which has 
dedicated their mission to helping peo
ple in poverty, instead of sending their 
tax dollars here so we can pay a bunch 
of people to tell them how to run their 
lives? 

Get people who actually care about 
that next-door neighbor, who know the 
young girl who got pregnant and has to 
raise that child in a destructive home 
environment who lives next door. Get 
people who know their names, who care 
about them not because they are a 
number in the computer but because 
they are the next-door neighbor they 
have known for years. 

That is what this is all about. This is 
not a devolution in the sense we are 
throwing away a responsibility and 
giving it to somebody else. What we 
are suggesting is there are logical peo
ple to handle these problems and it is 
not us. It is people who truly care. 

What the Coats amendment, the 
Ashcroft, and my amendment would 
have done is just to take a small por
tion of the money that we spend on 
welfare and have that money be used to 
directly support comm uni ties. 

The question here is not whether or 
not we should address the issue of pov
erty. It is who is best able to deal with 
the issue of poverty. Go home and ask 
folks as I have, and talk to people who 
are in the welfare system or who are 
poor, who are working poor, and ask 
them where they have gotten the most 
help. Is it from the person who sits be
hind the computer who has a caseload 
of hundreds, who processes paper and 
checks, or is it the minister or the per
son at the local soup kitchen, or what
ever the case, or neighborhood food 
banks? Are those the people who actu
ally care, who actually work to make 
it work for the people who are poor? 
That is really the fundamental issue 
here. 

I was not on the floor at the time the 
Senator from Indiana gave his re
marks, but I am looking forward to 
reading them in the RECORD because of 
the very high praise from the Senator 
from New York on his comments. 

I can only imagine the passion that I 
know the Sena tor from Indiana has on 
this issue, the care and concern he has 
for making sure that we develop a sys
tem here in Washington that truly is 
caring, not caretaking; that is truly 
people oriented, humane in the very 
sense of human involvement with other 
human beings whose problems are not 
just something that we pay to main
tain, but work to solve. 

That is the fundamental, I think, log
ical next step and I am confident, when 
we address this welfare issue again, 
that we will see an increased support 

for this kind of amendment and for this 
approach to deal with the problem. 

I am hopeful, whether we do it in the 
tax bill this time or whether its day is 
a little into the future, we are laying 
the groundwork now for something 
that I think will be-I believe this 
amendment is the most significant 
amendment that has been offered on 
the floor. I know it will be withdrawn 
because it is a tax matter and subject 
to points of order and all the problems, 
but I think this amendment is the 
most significant amendment about get
ting people involved in the commu
nities to help their neighbors. 

One of the great things about Amer
ica is our relationships with our neigh
bors and our sense of community. The 
Federal Government has systemati
cally, through welfare programs, said 
it is not our responsibility to care for 
our neighbor anymore; you pay taxes, 
you have Federal benefits, they will 
take care of them. 

Well, folks, that may be nice and 
compassionate on the surface, but what 
it does is separate you from the people 
you live next to, and you no longer feel 
you are responsible for your neighbor. 
You feel that it is not a community 
anymore, that we are a set of separate 
kingdoms who pay our tributes to the 
lords and the lords will take care of ev
erybody. That does not work. That is 
not America. 

What we need to get back to is the 
whole concept that we are in this to
gether, that we should be a commu
nity, that we do have a responsibility 
for our neighbors, and that we want 
you to be .actively involved in partici
pating, in making sure that your 
neighbors, as well as the other people 
in your communities are not in poverty 
and are living in dignity. 

That is what this amendment does. I 
congratulate the Senator from Indiana 
for his stewardship on this issue. I only 
wish I could be here to vote for it, but 
I understand the need to withdraw the 
amendment. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 
I do want to introduce an amendment 
following Senator COATS, but I have 
listened to the debate and I do want to 
say a few words of support because I 
think my colleagues are onto some
thing here. 

The human want, the human despair, 
the human suffering that is the welfare 
crisis that we are attempting to ad
dress in this debate was not caused by 
government. 

There are many ways, I think we 
feel, in which government has facili
tated or enabled the problem to be
come worse. The problem begins with 
people who have problems. And it will 
not end until those people are helped 
by their neighbors, by their commu
nities, by a wide array of institutions. 

What I am saying is, and I think this 
amendment gets to this, is that gov
ernment has not, itself, created the 
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problem, although it may have exacer
bated it. In the same sense, govern
ment alone will not solve the problem. 
We are going to need community 
groups, charitable groups, people find
ing strength within themselves. This 
amendment recognizes that and tries 
to create, in the way that we do this in 
America, tries to create a motivation 
through the tax system for people to 
get personally involved, once again, in 
greater numbers-many are now, obvi
ously, but to be involved in greater 
numbers-helping their neighbors, 
their poor neighbors, work themselves 
out of poverty. So I think there is 
something here. 

There is something here, also, in the 
fact that this well-intentioned program 
that started in the 1930's, Aid to Fami
lies With Dependent Children-in that 
sense, the contemplation of Congress 
was to help the children of widows-has 
become so large that in some measure 
it has sent a message to a lot of very 
well-intentioned, good-natured Ameri
cans that the poverty of their neigh
bors is not their concern. 

In some ways we have become so 
good at governmentalizing our commu
nity responsibility that we have sent a 
message that individuals have less need 
to be responsible for those among us 
who are poor. This amendment cuts, 
also, at that conclusion and says to all 
of us we all have a part to play as we 
used to before government became so 
big and comm uni ties became so big. 

I believe that these problems of ba
bies born to mothers who are teen
agers, unmarried-a cycle, generation 
after generation of welfare depend
ency-are so deep that it will take both 
government and private philanthropic, 
charitable, and religious institutions 
to make it ultimately better. But the 
very important point that this amend
ment makes is that Government can
not do it alone. And I congratulate my 
friends for introducing the amendment 
and making that point. 

Finally, I say this. I also think they 
have made an important statement 
here in making it clear that religious 
organizations, faith-based organiza
tions, should be eligible for this credit 
for participation in poverty assistance 
programs because those organizations, 
as I have seen in cities and poor areas 
throughout Connecticut, often have 
the greatest motivation, the greatest 
success rate in dealing with problems 
of poverty. When we bring it down to 
the individuals who are the bene
ficiaries of this program, I have yet to 
find a government program that could 
do a better job than a religious organi
zation at instilling in the individual 
that necessary sense of self-worth 
which is the precondition to any genu
ine and hopeful effort to make that 
person's life better-based, of course, 
on the insight that my friend and col
league from Indiana referred to gen
erally, which is that if you begin to see 

yourself as a child of God, and in that 
sense appreciate your value, then you 
are going to be better able to go ahead 
and remake your life in a way that tes
tifies to that insight. 

I know this amendment is going to be 
withdrawn. I do think the Senator 
from Indiana, the Sena tor from Mis
souri, and the Senator from Pennsylva
nia made a very important point here. 
I hope we can come back to it. I hope 
we will have the opportunity to come 
back to it, to try to truly not only 
make government more efficient in 
dealing with poverty, but to tap the 
truly powerful good nature of the 
American people that is out there and, 
I think, ready to be tapped to help 
those of their neighbors who are poorer 
in money and in hope and in oppor
tunity than they are. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

congratulate the Senator from Con
necticut for his excellent comments 
and apologize to him for jumping ahead 
of him. I did not realize he was rising 
to speak on the Coats amendment. Had 
I known that, I would have let him go 
forward. I thought he was just standing 
for his amendment. So I apologize for 
that, and I appreciate very much his 
comments and his support of this con
cept. The Senator hit the nail on the 
head very, very well, and I appreciate 
his support. 

I congratulate, again, the Senator 
from Indiana for offering this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I offer my 
sincere thanks to both the Senator 
from Pennsylvania and the Senator 
from Connecticut for their warm words 
of support for a concept that I think we 
all endorse and believe in. I, like the 
Senator from Connecticut, hope that 
we have initiated what will be, in the 
end, a historic debate about how we 
can effectively reach out and help 
those Americans who, in many in
stances through no fault of their own, 
find themselves in desperate cir
cumstances, but do it in a way that is 
effective. There is compassion beyond 
government, and I think we are begin
ning to discuss and tap into what that 
is. 

Because the amendment the Senator 
from Missouri and I have offered is sub
ject to points of order, because it is a 
tax matter not directly relevant to this 
bill, because there needs to be more 
discussion and more foundation laid, in 
a moment I am going to ask unani
mous consent to withdraw the amend
ment. 

I think this has been a substantive 
discussion of an extremely important 
item that I hope will be brought back 
up for further debate and will become a 
integral part of the next tax debate on 

how we allocate resources of citizens of 
this Nation, how we allocate those in a 
way that makes a difference in people's 
lives and gives us the sense that our 
work is not in vain and that the check 
we write is truly making a difference, 
not only in our neighbors' lives but in 
society. 

We look forward to that extended de
bate, and we look forward to the day 
when we can leave the amendment on 
the floor and bring it to a vote before 
the Senate. This is not the appropriate 
time to do that. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
the amendment that is currently pend
ing be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The amendment (No. 2539) was with
drawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2514, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

ask the amendment I filed at the desk, 
amendment No. 2514, be called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is now pend
ing. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent a modification 
of the amendment that I send to the 
desk at this time be accepted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? 

Without objection, the amendment is 
so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2514), as modi
fied is as follows: 

On page 17, line 8, insert '', for each of fis
cal years 1998 and 1999, the amount of the 
State's job placement performance bonus de
termined under subsection (0(1) for the fiscal 
year," after "State family assistance grant 
for the fiscal year". 

On page 17, line 22, insert", the applicable 
percent specified under subsection 
(f)(2)(B)(ii) for such fiscal year," after "sub
paragraph (B)". 

On page 29, between lines 15 and 16, insert: 
"(f) JOB PLACEMENT PERFORMANCE 

BONUS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-The job placement per

formance bonus determined with respect to a 
State and a fiscal year is an amount equal to 
the amount of the State's allocation of the 
job placement performance fund determined 
in accordance with the formula developed 
under paragraph (2). 

"(2) ALLOCATION FORMULA; BONUS FUND.
"(A) ALLOCATION FORMULA.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-Not later than Septem

ber 30, 1996, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall develop and publish in 
the Federal Register a formula for allocating 
amounts in the job placement performance 
bonus fund to States based on the number of 
families that received assistance under a 
State program funded under this part in the 
p:receding fiscal year that became ineligible 
for assistance under the State program as a 
result of unsubsidized employment during 
such year. 

"(ii) FACTORS TO CONSIDER.-In developing 
the allocation formula under clause (i), the 
Secretary shall-

"(!) provide a greater financial bonus for 
individuals in families described in clause (i) 
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who remain employed for greater periods of 
time or are at greater risk of long-term wel
fare dependency; and 

"(II) take into account the unemployment 
conditions of each State or geographic area. 

"(B) JOB PLACEMENT PERFORMANCE BONUS 
FUND.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-The amount in the job 
placement performance bonus fund for a fis
cal year shall be an amount equal to the ap
plicable percentage of the amount appro
priated under section 403(a)(2)(A) for such 
fiscal year. 

"(ii) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.-For pur
poses of clause (i)(I), the applicable percent
age shall be determined in accordance with 
the following table: 

"For fiscal year: The applicable 
percentage is: 

1998 ··············································· 3 
1999 ............................................... 4 

On page 29, line 16, strike "(f)" and insert 
"(g)". 

On page 66, line 13, insert "and a prelimi
nary assessment of the job placement per
formance bonus established under section 
403(f)" before the end period. 

On page 77, in the matter inserted between 
lines 21 and 22 (as inserted on page 19 of the 
modification of September 8, 1995), strike 
"(C) An increase in the percentage of fami
lies receiving assistance under this part that 
earn an income." and insert "(C) An increase 
in the number of families that received as
sistance under a State program funded under 
this part in the preceding fiscal year that be
came ineligible for assistance under the 
State program as a result of unsubsidized 
employment during such year.". 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. As indicated, I 
submitted the amendment on behalf of 
my colleague from Connecticut, Sen
ator DODD, and the Senator from Geor
gia, Mr. NUNN. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Cindy 
Baldwin, who is a presidential manage
ment intern fellow in my office this 
year, be granted the privilege of the 
floor for the remainder of the debate on 
welfare reform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
there is a happy story to be told in this 
amendment. I appreciate the fact we 
have come to a bipartisan agreement 
here on going forward with this amend
ment. This amendment, I think, goes 
to the heart of both bills, which is 
work, which is taking the welfare pro
gram and changing it from a kind of in
come maintenance program to a work 
opportunity, work creation, work real
ization program, hopefully, and defi
nitely in the context of the private sec
tor. 

Mr. President, there are a lot of dif
ferent ways, as I have spoken before on 
this floor, in this debate that the cur
rent welfare system is not working and 
does not reflect the best values of our 
country. Obviously, the extent to 
which it has helped to enable the 
breakdown of families, the birth of ba
bies to teenaged young women without 
fathers in the house, and despair and 

hopelessness for the kids is profoundly 
troubling and has catastrophic implica
tions for our society. But I believe that 
at the heart of the American people's 
hopes in this welfare reform debate is 
the question of work. In fact, a recent 
Wall Street Journal-NBC poll found 
that 62 percent of the respondents be
lieve that work is the most important 
goal of welfare reform compared to 19 
percent who considered reducing out
of-wedlock births as most critical. I do 
not mean to diminish the importance 
of the second goal because I think in 
terms of the long-term impact on the 
welfare rolls it is critical. 

But just to suggest that the most 
profound way in which this system has 
digressed from the commonly held val
ues and beliefs of the American people 
is the extent to which welfare does not 
encourage work, the extent to which it 
has discouraged work, the extent to 
which it frustrates and infuriates so 
many of the American people who feel 
that they are out there working hard 
every day paying taxes, and they fear 
and believe that too many of their tax 
dollars are going to support a system, 
this welfare system, that does not ade
quately encourage, force the people on 
it to get up, to go out and go to work. 

Maybe that is why, as we look at the 
two basic underlying proposals that 
have been made here on each side of 
the aisle, that the word "work" ap
pears in the titles that their sponsors 
have given them. Senator DOLE'S pro
posal is, as I understand it, entitled 
"The Work Opportunity Act." Senator 
DASCHLE's proposal, which was heard 
as a substitute earlier and defeated, is 
called the Work First Act, and that is 
for the reasons that I have stated. The 
goal here is to cut the welfare rolls, to 
get people to work, and to create op
portunity. 

As these two proposals have come 
along, I think we have seen some ways 
in which they are quite similar and 
ways in which they digress that have 
caused some concern among some of 
us. It is interesting and important to 
note similarities because sometimes in 
this kind of debate, they get missed. 
Both proposals, Senator DOLE'S and 
Senator DASCHLE's, set essentially the 
same goal when it comes to work
maybe some slight difference in word
ing-but that 50 percent of the people 
on welfare, the families, the potential 
income earners, be in jobs by the year 
2000. It is a goal that is common to 
both bills. But the way we get there is 
different, and that is what has con
cerned some of us as we have watched 
the debate go forward. 

In Senator DOLE's bill there is a 5-
percent penalty at the end if you do 
not achieve the 50-percent placement 
of people in jobs. In Senator DASCHLE's 
bill, a different approach is taken. You 
might call it the carrot as opposed to 
the stick. And the carrot here is to say 
that we have to focus in and hold the 

States to a standard, and an important 
standard, which is the placement of 
welfare recipients in unsubsidized jobs, 
which is to say private sector jobs. We 
have some ideas looking at the experi
ence about how to do that and where to 
do it, and our experience suggests 
building onto some of the cases and 
grants and programs that have been 
carried out under the Family Support 
Act of 1988, that the best thing to do is 
to not spend too much time at this 
business of training, although training 
is often necessary, but to focus on get
ting welfare recipients out there into a 
job, and then working with them and 
training them to make sure that they 
carry out that job well and that they 
do so in the context of the work that 
they are actually performing. 

Senator DASCHLE's proposal, as I 
said, used the carrot, and it said that 
what we are going to measure every 
year is what percentage of people on 
welfare in a given State have been 
placed into private sector jobs. It is not 
enough to gauge how many are in 
training programs, because we have 
done this before. And people can spend 
a lot of time in training programs with 
nowhere to go, all dressed up and no 
job to take, or no job that they are 
willing to take. 

This proposal, creating the personal 
empowerment contract, is somewhat 
like Senator DOLE'S bill, which basi
cally says when people sign up for wel
fare they have to sign a contract, and 
it has mutual responsibility-no more 
blank check. You get a welfare check. 
It is not even called a welfare check 
anymore; it is a temporary employ
ment assistance check, and one of the 
things you have to continue to do to 
get that check is to go out and work, 
accept any job that is qffered, under
standing that that is better than being 
on welfare, and that it is putting you 
on the first step of a ladder in the pri
vate sector job market that can take 
you up and up to self-sufficiency. 

So in Senator DASCHLE's proposal, a 
bonus was given to the States, an in
centive beginning in 1998, creating a 
pool of 3 percent of the overall block 
grant authorized under Senator DOLE'S 
underlying legislation; $16.8 billion a 
year in that block grant; 3 percent of 
that money in 1998, 4 percent in 1999, 5 
percent in 2000, put into an incentive 
pool to be distributed to the States 
based on their success in getting people 
off the welfare, not into training pro
grams, not into public works programs 
or those subsidized jobs, although 
those can be good sometimes, too, but 
into private sector jobs. 
· We think that would be not only an 
important incentive to change the ori
entation in terms of the beneficiaries 
of welfare, the welfare recipients, but 
we think it would be a very heal thy 
way to shake up the welfare bureauc
racy back home in the States, to create 
incentives that are different from to
day's. 



September 13, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE 24833 
Too often in today's welfare system 

the incentives encourage States and 
administrators and caseworkers alike 
to make income maintenance-not job 
placement-their primary mission-in
come maintenance, write out the 
check, process the application, get the 
check to the recipient. That becomes 
the focus of the system, not stopping 
the writing of the checks, getting the 
recipient off of welfare and getting 
them out into an income earning job. 

The State administrators and case
workers too often now are sent the 
message that it really does not matter 
whether or not they go the extra mile 
and spend the extra money to remove a 
recipient from welfare and into a pri
vate sector job. That is what this job 
placement bonus is all about. It sends a 
message to the States that, if they, 
their administrators, their case work
ers, go the extra mile to put somebody 
from welfare into a private sector job, 
that it will pay, that the State will re
ceive more money, a job placement 
bonus, a simple yet critical tool to 
change the incentives in the welfare of
fice back home from income main te
nance to job placement. A bonus can, 
and I believe will, turn the welfare of
fice into an employment office, which 
is what it ought to be. 

Mr. President, so we had these two 
different visions, and I was prepared to 
offer a separate amendment to incor
porate the job bonus provisions of Sen
ator DASCHLE's proposal into the un
derlying bill. We have had the oppor
tunity to reason together. We have had 
some very good conversations with 
Senator ROTH, whose modifications to 
Senator DOLE's underlying bill I will 
describe in a minute, and I think we 
have come up with a superb com
promise which I hope people on both 
sides of the aisle can support. 

Senator ROTH amended the underly
ing proposal consistent with the work 
that I have been privileged to be in
volved in with him, in his time as 
chairman of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee and ranking minority 
member before, to try to not only cre
ate programs but to create standards 
by which we can judge those programs 
as any business would do and to reward 
those who perform better under the 
programs we have created. 

So in Senator ROTH's amendment, 
and provisions included in the underly
ing Dole bill, a 5-percent bonus pool is 
created in the year 2000 which would 
reward the States, for instance, in pro
portion to the reductions that they had 
achieved in the length of time families 
were receiving welfare payments, or 
the increases in the number of welfare 
families receiving child support. In 
other words, how many deadbeat dads 
had been shaken and awakened and fi
nally were carrying out their respon
sibilities. 

So here is the agreement I believe we 
have, and I am very grateful for it. It 

is carried out in the modification to 
my amendment, Mr. President, which I 
have sent to the desk. 

Under this modification, in 1998, pur
suant to the Work First proposal, there 
would be created a pool equal to 3 per
cent of the national block grant of $16.8 
billion which would be contributed to 
the States based on their success in 
getting people off welfare and into a 
private, a real private sector job. 

In 1998, that would begin with 3 per
cent. In 1999, the pool would go to 4 
percent. And in the year 2000, Senator 
ROTH'S provisions remain to create a 5-
percent pool that would be distributed 
to the States based on five factors, four 
of which were in Senator ROTH'S initial 
proposal, and the fifth would be the one 
that I have referred to which would be 
a measure of the extent to which the 
States have placed welfare recipients 
in private sector jobs. 

I think this is a superb agreement. It 
makes both approaches better. I think 
it strengthens the underlying proposal 
by Senator DOLE. And more than the 
question of which side of the aisle it 
may have come from, or which pro
posal it strengthens, it puts teeth into 
the aim that I think all of us have, 
which is to get people off welfare and 
back to work, to save the taxpayers' 
money that we are now spending on a 
program that has created such depend
ency and despair, and to raise up the 
hopes and sense of opportunity for 
those who have been condemned to 
that life of despair on welfare. 

So I thank Senator ROTH and his 
staff particularly, Senator DOLE and 
the leadership on the Republican side, 
and all those who have worked with us 
on this side. This proposal, I take some 
pride in noting, for a job-placement 
bonus emerges from work that has 
been done by the Democratic Leader
ship Council Progressive Policy Insti
tute aimed at creating the right incen
tives in this system to get people off 
welfare and to work. I am privileged to 
be the chair of that group, now having 
succeeded my friend and colleague, the 
Senator from Louisiana, who I also see 
in the Chamber and who I am privi
leged to say has been a cosponsor of 
this amendment with me and Senator 
CONRAD, Senator NUNN, and Senator 
Donn. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and 
my colleagues for their interest in this 
amendment and for what I hope will be 
unanimous support. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield? 
I commend the Senator for structur

ing and offering remarks on this 
amendment. 

I think it is important that when we 
do real welfare reform we do it not just 
to penalize States that fail to meet cer
tain targets and goals but actually 
have an incentive to do something 
positive instead of something negative. 
Instead of from Washington punishing 
States, if you will, that do not meet 

the goals, we try to get them to accom
plish and meet those targets by incen
tives and bonuses and extra awards if, 
in fact, they are able to meet the tar
gets that we set. 

Frankly, I think that is a far more 
efficient and far more appropriate 
method of trying to get States to meet 
the goals than to try to penalize them. 
I think this is in keeping with the part
nership concept. This is not Big Broth
er demanding the States do something 
all of the time but to really say we 
hope they can meet these goals and, if 
they do, they are going to be rewarded 
and not just operate with a heavy hand 
by penalizing States that for various 
reasons cannot meet the goals we set. 

So I commend the Senator for rec
ognizing this very important fact in of
fering what I think is a major con
tribution to improving the welfare re
form bill. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank my friend 
and colleague from Louisiana. I thank 
him for all his work on this amend
ment. He gets right to the point, which 
I do want to just stress again, which is 
that our concern was the underlying 
bill by providing a 5-percent penalty at 
the end, at 2000, if States did not 
achieve the 50-percent reduction in 
welfare recipients to work, would be 
creating a situation where there might 
be an incentive not to comply. 

In other words, complying will cost 
some money, getting 50 percent of the 
welfare recipients to work will cost 
some money and if there is no incen
tive, no provision, no way that the 
States by good behavior can get that 
money, they were going to be left with 
a series of choices which were not 
going to be very good. They would ei
ther have to raise State and local 
taxes, deny assistance to needy fami
lies to get money, or create a situation 
where kids would be left at home be
cause there was not adequate funds for 
child care for people to try to get off 
welfare and go to work. 

So we were worried that the alter
native would be that they would start 
out making, unfortunately, the ration
al conclusion that maybe it was better 
not to try to reach the goal of 50-per
cent welfare to work, give up the 5 per
cent as part of the penalty because 
that would actually cost them less 
than what they needed to meet the 
goal. 

We think that putting these propos
als together in this amendment now 
creates a positive incentive along the 
way-1998, 1999, 2000--among States to 
have them compete, if you will, to have 
a greater part of that pool we are cre
ating to see which State can place 
more people into private sector jobs 
and therefore receive more money. 
Again, I thank my friend from Louisi
ana, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, if there is no further 
debate, it had been my understanding 
that this was acceptable on both sides. 
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As I said before, I really want to stress, 
with some sense of gratitude, the sup
port that Senator ROTH has given in 
putting this together, I gather, agreed 
to by leadership on the Republican 
side, and I sure hope this is part of a 
sense of compromise but also honing 
our purposes and coming together in 
ways that will allow us to achieve a 
strong bipartisan majority in favor of 
true welfare reform. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to rise as a cosponsor of the 
Lieberman-Breaux-Conrad amendment. 
I am also pleased that we have been 
able to reach a compromise with Sen
ator ROTH on this issue. 

Mr. President, the funding for work 
in the Republican bill is woefully insuf
ficient. When the Finance Committee 
considered welfare reform, the Con
gressional Budget Office told me that 
funding in the Republican bill was so 
insufficient, that only 6 States would 
have a work program. CBO said States 
were more likely to take the 5 percent 
penalty in the bill than put welfare re
cipients to work. 

Now, after the Dole bill has under
gone several modifications, CBO says 
that only 10 to 15 States will have re
sources sufficient to meet the work re
quirements under the bill. Seventy to 
eighty percent of the States will sim
ply not operate the kind of work pro
gram advocated by the bill. 

The risk that most States will not 
even have a work program makes the 
Lieberman-Breaux-Conrad amendment 
extremely important. 

Our amendment establishes a bonus 
fund under the block grant for States 
that move people into unsubsidized, 
private sector jobs. Our compromise 
with Senator ROTH dramatically im
proves the incentives for States to op
erate meaningful work programs, even 
in the face of woefully insufficient re
sources. 

It is important to remember that 
many welfare recipients are difficult to 
employ and require more significant 
assistance in order to become employ
able. Sixty-three percent of long-term 
welfare recipients-those on the rolls 
more than 5 years-lack a high school 
diploma. Fifty percent of long-term 
welfare recipients had no work experi
ence in the year before the entered the 
welfare system. 

Mr. President, I do not want to leave 
anyone with the impression that our 
amendment is a panacea. It is not. Nor 
does our amendment fix the significant 
problems in the Republican bill. Even 
with our amendment, States will not 
have the resources to move long-term 
welfare dependents in to the private 
sector work force. However, the amend
ment I offering with Senators 
LIEBERMAN, BREAUX, NUNN, and DODD 
does provide a critical incentive for 
States to get people into real jobs and 
off the welfare rolls. It is a small, but 

important step toward improving the 
bill before us. 

I urge my colleagues to f?Upport the 
amendment, and again thank Senator 
ROTH for his willingness to work with 
us in reaching a bipartisan com
promise. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased Senator LIEBERMAN proposed 
his performance standards amendment 
and that we have been able to collabo
rate on this important initiative. I also 
want to thank Senator HATFIELD for 
his interest in this issue and for his 
support. 

Mr. President, the last time Congress 
passed major welfare legislation was in 
1988 to create the job opportunities and 
basic skills training [JOBS] program. 
The intent of this legislation was to 
move families from welfare to work. 
Since then, Federal and State govern
ments have spent almost $8 billion on 
this program alone. This does not in
clude JTP A or a variety of other em
ployment and training programs. 

GAO has issued a number of reports 
on the JOBS Program. One need not 
read past the title of a recent state
ment by GAO before the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources which 
states, "AFDC Training Program 
Spends Billions, But Not Well Focused 
on Employment." GAO testified, 
"Today, more than 5 years after JOBS 
was implemented, we do not know 
what progress has been made in helping 
poor families become employed and 
avoid long-term welfare dependence." 

After spending $8 billion on this pro
gram, what has the program achieved 
for the taxpayers or the welfare recipi
ents? GAO does not know. The Depart
ment of Health and Human Services 
does not know. The existing AFDC 
quality control system cannot tell us. 
We simply do not know. 

Over the years, Congress has created 
a confused and confusing system which 
rewards idleness and punishes work. 
The goal of employment has been lost 
in an excessive bureaucracy. Education 
and training have been separated from 
employment when a job is the real edu
cation and training program people 
need. That is a system which makes 
sense only in a Lewis Carroll story. 

Mr. President, by now, it is generally 
well known that the Republican wel
fare reform bill eliminates the JOBS 
Program and gives the power to the 
States to design their own work solu
tions. However, we have also taken an 
additional step to ensure that we will 
know whether the States are effective 
in moving toward the goal of reducing 
dependency by incorporating perform
ance standards into the legislation. 
Senator LIEBERMAN'S ideas and support 
strengthen this proposal. 

These performance standards are 
consistent with the quality assurance 
system already being discussed among 
the States. The National Association of 
Human Services Quality Control Direc-

tors has stated that, "with the numer
ous welfare reform waivers being im
plemented across the Nation, one es
sential component is the provision of 
performance outcome measurements." 

The idea of establishing performance 
standards is not new. In the Family 
Support Act of 1988, Congress required 
the Secretary of Heal th and Human 
Services to develop and transmit to 
Congress a proposal for measuring 
State progress. Those recommenda
tions are nearly 4 years overdue. Much 
of 'the testimony during the welfare 
hearings held since March supported 
the idea of outcome-based performance 
standards. I do not believe we need to 
wait any longer to implement that 
which we called for 7 years ago. Earlier 
this year, the quality control directors 
helped develop eight specific outcome
based measurements. These measure
ments were developed by State officials 
from Delaware, Illinois, California, Or
egon, Kentucky, Georgia, Massachu
setts, Minnesota, Virginia, and West 
Virginia. The measurements included 
in the Republican bill are consistent 
with those recommended standards. 

Let me also point out there are in
herent benefits to be realized in what
ever progress the States make toward 
these performance measurements. 

Block grants should not mean simply 
giving money to the States and turning 
our backs on what they do with it. The 
purpose of public assistance is to help 
families temporarily in need to return 
to financial independence. Establishing 
performance standards will help us 
hold the States accountable for this $16 
billion program. 

Properly understood, welfare reform 
is about reforming how Government 
works. Under the present system, no 
one is accountable for results. In 1993, 
Congress took an important step to
ward outcome-based performance 
through the Government Performance 
and Results Act. For the welfare sys
tem and for other governmental pro
grams as well, block grants to the 
States are another important step in 
reform. 

This next step in welfare reform may 
well become a giant leap in reinventing 
Government. In the future, Govern
ment funds will no longer be simply 
distributed to provide a good or serv
ice. By instituting a quality assurance 
system based on performance stand
ards, the American people will know 
whether their hard-earned dollars 
worked as intended. Over the past 30 
years, we have spent $5.4 trillion on our 
longest war, the war on poverty. Now is 
the time, before another 30 years go by, 
to establish a system which will tell us 
whether the goals we have set are 
being achieved. Performance standards 
will enable us to do exactly that and 
we will not need the miles of regula
tions and thousands of bureaucrats 
which now drive the system. 
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Again, I want to recognize and thank 

Senator LIEBERMAN and Senator HAT
FIELD for their efforts on this legisla
tion. I want to also express my deep ap
preciation to Senator DOLE for includ
ing my amendment in the Republican 
substitute. We have taken a bold and 
important step in changing the way 
Government works. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the only 
way to permanently reduce the welfare 
rolls is to put welfare re.eipients to 
work in unsubsidized, private sector 
jobs with the skills to remain self-suf
ficient. It is impossible for a welfare 
recipient to become economically self
sufficient if that individual is not earn
ing a paycheck. 

Throughout this debate I have urged 
my colleagues to use common sense in 
finding a solution to the perplexing 
problem of welfare dependency. The 
Lieberman Work Bonus amendment 
makes good sense. 

The amendment sets aside a small 
portion of the block grant to provide 
bonuses to States that have been suc
cessful in placing recipients in 
unsubsidized, private sector jobs. But 
getting a job is not enough; welfare re
cipients must keep those jobs. So this 
amendment provides an additional 
bonus for job retention. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment which will enable more 
welfare recipients get the jobs they 
need to get off of welfare and become 
self-sufficient. 

Mr. President, an analysis by the 
Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that 30 to 35 States will not meet the 
work rates established in the Dole 
amendment. Given that reality, States 
may be tempted to cut corners and find 
a quick fix rather than seek long-term 
solutions. What may work in the short 
term will not achieve the lasting 
change we seek. 

Last December, Iowa's Governor, 
Terry Branstad, told me at a hearing 
that we need to make "up front invest
ments" to achieve "long-term results." 
Iowa has been making these invest
ments and is achieving success. We 
have much more to do, but it is clear 
that the trends are moving in the right 
direction. The welfare rolls are declin
ing, more welfare recipients are work
ing, and costs for AFDC are down. 

I believe that part of the reason Iowa 
is achieving such good results is that 
welfare recipients have incentives to 
take jobs. They are able to keep more 
of what they earn and are encouraged 
to save part of the paychecks to deal 
with future emergencies. 

Other States have also secured waiv
ers to increase work incentives and are 
having similar results. I believe we 
should encourage Iowa and these other 
States to stay the course that is show
ing such promising results. 

The title of the Dole bill is the 
"Work Opportunity Act." We need to 
make it clear that the opportunity to 

work is not in some dead-end, make
work Government job, but in a job that 
provides a paycheck. 

The set-aside is a modest amount, 
but provides a powerful incentive for 
States to duplicate successful job 
placement programs like that in River
side, CA. Or, of course, follow Iowa's 
lead on welfare reform. 

I know I sound like a broken record 
but once again I am going to talk brief
ly about the Iowa Family Investment 
Program. One of the greatest successes 
of this new program is that more wel
fare recipients are working. 

The welfare reform program took ef
fect on October 1, 1993. At the time 18 
percent of welfare recipients were 
working and earning income. The num
ber of people has been increasing and is 
now 32.6 percent. 

This is just the number of people who 
are working and earning income. It 
does not include the welfare recipients 
who are attending education and train
ing programs or who are performing 
community service or are engaged in 
other worthwhile activities---32.6 per
cent of Iowa welfare recipients are 
working and earning the paycheck that 
is critical to moving them off the wel
fare rolls and keeping them off. 

This amendment rewards States for 
doing that very thing. As I said earlier, 
it just makes sense. Without such an 
incentive, I am concerned that States 
may take the short course. 

This amendment does not penalize 
any State, but merely provides an in
centive for putting people to work in 
real jobs that earn real paychecks. 

In closing, I ask unanimous consent 
that a recent editorial from the Des 
Moines Register be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Des Moines Register, Sept. 2, 1995) 

WORKING WHILE ON WELFARE 

Iowa's innovative welfare-reform program 
continues to look good. 

Just under two years ago, Iowa's Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children program 
was converted to a new Family Investment 
Program with the intent of moving more 
people off welfare and into jobs. That for 
years has been the intent of the AFDC wel
fare plan, which has had some success. But 
the Iowa plan changed the ground rules, al
lowing welfare families to keep more of their 
assets and their earnings to increase incen
tives to get a job. 

In July 1993, 18 percent of Iowa AFDC fam
ily heads held jobs. The reform plan began 
three months later. By July 1994, 31 percent 
had jobs. By July of this year, the proportion 
had risen to 32.6 percent-nearly twice the 
level of two years earlier. 

That 32.6 percent gives Iowa the highest 
ratio of working welfare recipients in the na
tion. 

The reform plan contains a carrot-and
stick approach. Under both the old and new 
plans, w<>r}\ers' welfare benefits decreased as 
earned income increased, but under the new 
plan it decreases at a slower rate, meaning 
total income is higher. Also, under the new 

plan, recipients can have higher assets and 
still receive help-which encourages saving. 

The stick: Recipients can lose benefits if 
they don't sign a contract to get a job or job 
training, or if they sign but don't live up to 
the contract's provisions. That has happened 
to more than 1,000 former recipients. They 
still get food stamps and medical care, and 
public health officials check on the children. 
But no more cash grants. 

Iowa is setting an example the nation 
would be wise to follow. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. We do accept the 

amendment on this side of the aisle. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question then is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

So the amendment (No. 2514), as 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BREAUX. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2603 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I call up my 
amendment 2603. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment 2603 is now pending. 

The Sena tor from North Carolina 
may proceed. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I ask unanimous 
consent that reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi
tion of the RECORD.) 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
HELMS be added as a cosponsor on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, be
fore coming to the Senate I spent 45 
years in the private sector meeting a 
payroll as a businessman and a farmer. 
Every year I watched as the Congress 
went into session and adjourned, leav
ing it more difficult for working tax
payers to make ends meet because of 
the out-of-control Government spend
ing programs that have put our coun
try on the path of fiscal disaster. 

Of all the spending programs imple
mented by the Federal Government, 
none has been a bigger failure than 
those programs collectively known as 
welfare. President Johnson's war on 
poverty was launched with good inten
tions, but it has been a miserable fail
ure-a disaster. And in many ways it 
has made the plight of the poor worse 
instead of better. The current welfare 
system has become a national disaster. 
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A simple commonsense principle-

that we have failed to heed-has gotten 
our Nation and the poor into the 
present fix: You get more of what you 
pay for. And for the past 30 years the 
Federal Government has subsidized and 
thus promoted self-destructive behav
ior like illegitimacy and family dis
integration. Almost one in three Amer
ican children is born out-of-wedlock. In 
some communities the out-of-wedlock 
birth rate is almost 80 percent. 

What is needed is a dramatic 
change-a reversal of the trends and 
programs of the last 30 years, and not 
another failed Federal Government 
program, like the Family Support Act 
of 1988, which perpetuates the problem 
of welfare dependency and increased 
them. 

I know from first-hand experience 
that if you have a problem with your 
business you have to do something 
about it immediately. 

If you tinker around the edges and do 
not address the problem you will be out 
of business. Unfortunately, far too few 
of my colleagues have had the benefit 
of that sort of business experience. For 

·many here in the Senate, there is no 
problem that can not be fixed with an
other Federal spending program and 
another appropriation of tax dollars. 

Mr. President, these people may 
mean well and they may think that 
they're being humane, but the way to 
solve a problem is to address the root 
cause. And the root cause of the trag
edy of welfare dependency is illegi t
imacy, the rise in out-of-wedlock 
births. Only by seeking to curb the rise 
in out-of-wedlock births can we pos
sibly hope to reform welfare. 

The findings of the Dole bill state 
clearly: 

The increase in the number of children re
ceiving public assistance is closely related to 
the increase in births to unmarried women. 

It goes on to say: 
Children born out-of-wedlock are 3 times 

more likely to be on welfare when they grow 
up. 

Among single-parent families, nearly half 
of the mothers who never married received 
AFDC while only one-fifth of divorced moth
ers received AFDC. 

This is all from the Dole bill. 
Young women 17 and under who give birth 

outside marriage are more likely to go on 
welfare and to spend more years on welfare 
once enrolled. 

That is why I have consistently 
urged the leadership to include provi
sions like those in the House-passed 
bill which take away the current cash 
incentives for teenage mothers to have 
children out-of-wedlock. 

And that is simply what it is-a cash 
incentive to encourage teenage women 
to have children out of wedlock. 

Currently, 40 percent of AFDC recipi
ents are never-married women, and 
never-married women are most likely 
to remain on welfare for 10 years or 
more. Only by taking away the per-

verse cash incentive to have children 
out-of-wedlock can we hope to slow the 
increase in out-of-wedlock births, and 
ultimately end welfare dependency. We 
must take away the cash incentive. 

Middle-class American families who 
want to have children have to plan, 
prepare, and save money because they 
understand the serious responsibility 
involved in bringing children into the 
world. It is unfair to ask these same 
people to send their hard-earned tax 
dollars to support the reckless irre
sponsible behavior of a woman who has 
children out of wedlock and continues 
to have them, expecting the American 
taxpayers to pay for them, as we have 
done for the last 35 years. 

I do not believe that the Federal Gov
ernment should ever have been in the 
business of saying to a 15- or 16-year
old girl, "If and only if you have a 
child out of wedlock we will send you a 
check in the mail every month to ar
rive on the third day of the month.'' 
This is what we say to them. "If you 
have a child out of wedlock, we will 
send you a check every month." 

The Federal Government should not 
be in the business of subsidizing illegit
imacy. 

I believe that there should be a clear 
restriction on the use of Federal funds 
to provide cash to unmarried teenage 
mothers. We should provide in-kind aid 
or aid through supervised group homes. 
The mother as well as the baby she is 
having need supervision. But we should 
not use Federal tax dollars to send 
checks in the mail to unmarried teen 
mothers. Any State government that 
believes in its heart that the best way 
to assist teenage mothers in the State 
is to send that mother a check in the 
mail should use State funds and not 
Federal funds. 

The House-passed legislation con
tained a clear restriction on the use of 
Federal funds to give cash welfare to 
unmarried teen mothers. States are 
perfectly free to use their own money 
for that purpose. But not Federal tax 
dollars. 

I believe the House provision is cor
rect. However, there has been a lot of 
concern expressed that this policy is 
overly directive. Therefore, in the 
amendment I have introduced, I have 
attempted to strike an even greater 
balance between the need to combat il
legitimacy and the need for State flexi
bility. 

My amendment takes the restriction 
on the use of Federal funds to give cash 
to unmarried teen mothers and adds 
what has become known as an "opt
out." 

Under this amendment, Federal funds 
cannot be used to give to minor moth
ers. But the State legislature wants to 
come into session and overturn Federal 
policy, it is free to do so. 

Under this amendment, if the State 
legislature wants to come into session 
and overturn the Federal policy, they 
are free to do so. 

States cannot continue the failed 
policies of the past by doing nothing. 
They cannot just ignore the issue of 
teen illegitimacy and hope it will float 
away. Any State which wishes to use 
Federal tax dollars to give cash welfare 
to unwed mothers must go into session 
and enact a law to do so. Therefore 
they will be responsible to the voters 
in that State that sent them to the 
State legislature. 

Thus, the amendment does not man
date a specific solution. But it will gen
erate careful State consideration of the 
issue. This amendment does not pro
hibit State governments from using 
Federal funds for cash aid to unmarried 
teenagers. But it forces them to con
sider very carefully what they are 
doing before they continue to do so. It 
forces States to think cautiously and 
deliberately before they choose to con
tinue a policy which has caused so 
much damage in the past. 

If enacted, my amendment will gen
erate the needed debate at the State 
level on teenage pregnancy. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate on the amendment? 
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 

simple answer to the issue that is be
fore us, very well stated by the Senator 
from North Carolina, is that the mor
als around us will change when the 
morals within us change. That is going 
to be a slow process. That does not 
make any less important the issue that 
is before us. 

The Senator from North Carolina has 
very well stated a proposition, and he 
probably feels he has a very good solu
tion, a legislative solution, to the ills 
that he has adequately stated. 

So I do not disagree with the pro
nouncements and description of the 
problem. I do disagree with the legisla
tive solution. So I have to take excep
tion to the approach by the Senator 
from North Carolina, because it is a 
very difficult issue. 

I have given it a great deal of 
thought, and I believe it is important 
that it is being discussed. A lot of peo
ple would just as soon not discuss it. 
Even a lot of people within this body 
would just as soon not discuss it. 

Last year, we heard it very elo
quently stated by Bill Bennett, our 
former Secretary of Education, in his 
raising the concern that the cost to the 
society of moral decline since the 1960's 
has been very devastating. He pub
lished, as you recall, what he referred 
to as the "index of leading cultural in
dicators," a compilation which at
tempted to demonstrate a data base 
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analysis of cultural issues. It was a sta
tistical portrait from 1960 to the 
present of the moral social behavior 
conditions of our modern American so
ciety. 

It was in the Wall Street Journal 
that he wrote about quantifying Amer
ica's decline. He cited some of the sta
tistics from the index. While social 
spending in the United States since 
1960 increased dramatically, the social 
indicators during the same period 
showed overwhelming declines. For ex
ample, Dr. Bennett says that in the 
last 30 years, while there has been 
more than a fivefold increase in social 
spending at all levels of government, 
there has been a 650-percent increase in 
violent crime, a 419-percent increase in 
illegitimate births, a quadrupling of di
vorce rates, a tripling of the percent
age of children living in single-parent 
homes, more than a 200-percent in
crease in the teenage suicide rate, and 
a drop of almost 80 points in the SAT 
scores. 

He said that perhaps more than any
thing else, America's cultural decline 
is evidence of a shift in the public's at
titude and beliefs. Our society now 
places less value than before on what 
we owe to others as a matter of moral 
obligation, less value on sacrifice as a 
moral good, less value on social con
formity and respectability, and less 
value on correctness and restraint in 
matters of physical pleasure and sexu
ality. 

He also stated the good news is that 
what has been self-inflicted can be self
corrected. So I think Bill Bennett, in 
stating a crisis situation in American 
society, has not stated that there is no 
hope. In fact, very correctly he believes 
that it is within us as a society and in
dividuals within our society to correct 
this situation. 

The Senator from North Carolina has 
described a situation within the wel
fare system that contributes somewhat 
to this that needs to be dealt with. The 
only question is, should it be dealt 
with at the State level through the 
State legislatures, or should it be dealt 
with by those of us in Congress? 

I say that the States have proven in 
many areas of welfare reform that they 
are better equipped to deal with those 
issues than we are. 

So in the devaluation of traditional 
views, we have seen a reciprocal in
crease in self-destructive behavior. 
This self-destructive behavior in turn 
manifests itself in our communities, in 
our families, and it leads to an increase 
in destructive forces for our entire Na
tion. And it has costs with it. 

We are talking about societal costs of 
illicit sexual relations. You know them 
better than I do: The sexually trans
mitted diseases; teen pregnancies that 
cut short bright futures; abortion; bro
ken hearts; broken homes, not to men
tion the financial costs to individuals, 
families, communities and, again, our 
entire Nation. 

William Raspberry addressed this 
concern in a Washington Post article. 
He remarked that: 

To a striking degree, the problems we 
worry most about-teenage pregnancy, fa
therless households, AIDS and other sexually 
transmitted diseases, dropping out of school, 
infant mortality, even aspects of poverty
are the consequences of inappropriate sexual 
behavior. 

He goes on to say: 
The hip response is to redouble AIDS re

search, establish birth control clinics in 
nurseries and schools, distribute condoms 
and clean needles, in general to teach kids 
what to do in the back seat of a car. 

He also goes on to say: 
It is all very well to try to save people 

from disastrous consequences of their behav
ior, but, 
he emphasizes, 
doesn't it make sense to try to discourage 
some of the behavior in the first place? A 
part of the message must be directed not just 
at the awful consequences but at the deadly 
behavior itself. 

I sense what the Senator from North 
Carolina is saying is that at the very 
least, we should not give financial in
centive to this sort of behavior through 
the welfare system which comes from 
the taxpayers of America. The fact is, 
the sexual liberation movement of the 
sixties demonstrated itself to be a so
cially and morally bankrupt one. The 
once-accepted practices are perceived 
by the mainstream as an abject failure. 

We would not have this welfare re
form issue before us if that was not 
true. It is time that our social institu
tions and our Nation as a whole return 
to the teachings of the moral obliga
tions: Self-sacrifice, social conformity, 
and abstinence. They are truly virtues 
to be upheld, and society appreciates 
them. 

Those who teach otherwise will have 
an increasingly hard sell to a 
growingly skeptical mainstream, and 
that is true or we would not even have 
this welfare issue before us. 

Here is some of the specific research 
on the consequences of being born out 
of wedlock or living in a single-parent 
home. These children have specific 
health risks, substantially higher risks 
of being born at very low or mod
erately low birth rates. There are spe
cific educational risks as well. They 
are more likely to experience low 
verbal cognitive attainment. They are 
three times more likely to fail and re
peat a year in grade school than are 
children from intact, two-parent 
homes. They are almost four times 
more likely to be expelled or suspended 
from school. Children of teenage single 
parents have lower educational aspira
tions and a greater likelihood of be
coming teenage parents themselves. 

As I read this research, as we point to 
what is wrong-and you have all heard 
it-it is very obvious why welfare re
form is an issue. Not only are there 
health risks and educational risks, but 
there are also social risks. And welfare 

reform is seen as a way of reducing 
those social risks. Being born out of 
wedlock significantly reduces the 
chances of a child growing up to have 
an intact marriage. These same chil
dren are three times more likely to be 
on welfare when they grow up. 

They are also more likely to be poor. 
While only 9 percent of the married
couple families with children under 18 
have income below the poverty level, 46 
percent of the female-headed house
holds with children under 18 have in
come below the national poverty level. 
That is the feminization of poverty. In 
single-parent families, where they have 
had a divorce, the woman is most apt 
to immediately be into poverty. The 
husband is not as likely to be. And 
then these risks are out there for the 
children as well. But there is as much 
risk for the young mother as well. The 
younger the mother, the less likely she 
is to finish high school. If she has chil
dren before finishing high school, she is 
more likely to receive welfare assist
ance for a longer period of time. 

In fact, the Centers for Disease Con
trol has estimated that between 1985 
and 1990, the public cost of births to 
teenage mothers under the Aid to Fam
ilies with Dependent Children Pro
gram, the Food Stamp Program, and 
the Medicaid Program was $120 billion. 

Apart from the obvious consequences 
on the children, who have greater 
health problems and lower educational 
aspirations, and the cost to the young 
mother, who is less likely to gain inde
pendence, we have to look at the con
sequences for society as well. That is 
what I believe the Senator from North 
Carolina is looking at. 

We have seen a dramatic rise in 
crime. Apart from reforming welfare, 
dealing with crime seems to be the 
highest thing on the priority list of our 
constituents. 

According to the Bureau of Census, of 
those youth held for criminal offenses 
within the State juvenile justice sys
tem, only 29.8 percent lived primarily 
in a home with both parents. In con
trast to these incarcerated youth, 73.9 
percent of the 62.8 million children in 
the Nation's resident population were 
living with both parents. 

So, Mr. President, in the face of all 
this evidence, is it not ridiculous to 
deny the need to return to sanity? The 
breakdown of the family and its results 
for our society are indeed overwhelm
ing. The only issue becomes answering 
the question: Who should call for the 
return to sanity? The Senator from 
North Carolina says it should be the 
Congress of the United States and the 
Federal Government. I say it should be 
the State's responsibility-not in isola
tion and not without a track record of 
their success, because we have seen the 
Federal Government fail at welfare re
form, as we have seen the number of 
people on welfare go up 3.1 million 
since the last welfare reform bill was 
passed 7 years ago. 
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In the meantime, we have seen State 

after State-albeit having to suffer 
some sort of waiver from the Federal 
Government to get what they want
still succeed at moving people from 
welfare to work, and save the tax
payers' money. I guess that ·gives me 
the confidence that I would expect my 
State of Iowa and I would also expect 
the State of North Carolina to solve 
the teenage pregnancy problem, the 
problem of illegitimacy. And if one of 
the ways they want to do that is dis
couraging it by denying additional 
cash benefits to mothers under age 18, 
then they ought to have the right to do 
it. If they see some other way of doing 
it, then that other approach ought to 
be tolerated by those of us in Washing
ton, DC, who ought to readily admit a 
track record that proves we do not 
have an answer to every social problem 
by an enactment of Congress and an 
appropriation of the Congress of the 
United States. 

So I agree that out-of-wedlock births, 
and all of its consequences, are de
stroying our society. Where we dis
agree is that I believe we should allow 
States to address the crisis. Person
ally, I believe the States should try 
many creative approaches to try to ad
dress this crisis in our Nation. I think 
States should look at the reform in the 
no-fault divorce laws that passed in the 
fifties and sixties. Unfortunately, I 
have to admit to my colleagues, as well 
as to my constituents in Iowa, that I 
made a great big mistake back in the 
late sixties when I supported no-fault 
divorce as a member of the State legis
lature. I hope the State legislatures 
will look at changing those laws to 
make the decision to marry a more se
rious one and the decision to divorce a 
more circumspect one. 

I also think the States should look at 
changes in their approach to dealing 
with the problems of out-of-wedlock 
births. They need to experiment with 
new ideas to see how to discourage peo
ple from having children before they 
are ready to care for them, and they 
need to see what works with teenagers, 
what works with those who are older. 
The illegitimacy problem is not just 
one for teenage mothers. We hear a lot 
about discouraging young people from 
getting pregnant. But States also need 
to experiment with how to discourage 
young men from fathering children be
fore they are ready to provide for 
them. 

Changing laws alone will not change 
behavior, but it is a first step. In order 
to address these kinds of social prob
lems, every institution in society must 
take this problem as a very personal 
problem. That means every church, 
every synagogue, every mosque, must 
work together with their congregations 
to bring their message of morality and 
purity to the people in their area. 
Every community group needs to urge 
abstinence as the only sure way to 

avoid disease and pregnancy. This is 
truly a crisis requiring immediate ac
tion at every level. 

So I join my colleagues in raising the 
banner of awareness. However, I cannot 
join my colleague from North Carolina 
in mandating a specific requirement. I 
believe the States will address this 
issue and will address it as successfully 
in this area as they have on a lot of 
other welfare reform issues that are be
fore us. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIBAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to speak to the amendment of my 
friend from North Carolina and speak 
in opposition to a well-intended but, it 
seems to me, very badly conceived ap
proaeh to a problem which we all ac
knowledge. 

Earlier today, I had the occasion to 
congratulate the Senators from Indi
ana and Missouri for their hugely in
sightful and able remarks. I J'efer par
ticularly to those of the Senator from 
Indiana on the precedent of what do we 
do about civil society and about the 
breakup in those primal relationships 
that seem to be so essential to any so
ciety, and have always been assumed to 
be, but which seem to be disappearing 
in ours. 

And not only in ours, Mr. President. 
I remark that in the current issue of 
the Economist, the subject is "The Dis
appearing Family.'' But simply to read 
a passage, it says: 

A father is not just a cash cow. Daniel Pat
rick Moynihan, a Democratic Senator who 
has taken these problems seriously for 30 
years, says that a community without fa
thers asks for and gets chaos. As an Amer
ican, he has been able to see that chaos for 
some time, but it is now visible elsewhere. 
There are neighborhoods in Britain where 
more than two-thirds of homes with children 
lack fathers. Some of Paris' wilder banlieues 
are not that different. 

The Economist article contains a bar 
chart which is entitled "Fewer Golden 
Rings, Births to Unmarried Mothers as 
a Percentage of Total," which shows 
the extraordinary growth from 1960 in 
Iceland, Sweden, Denmark, France, 
Britain, the United States, Canada, 
Australia, Germany, Holland, Spain, 
and Switzerland. There was no growth 
at all in Japan. 

There is a descending order of the 
present ratios, from Iceland, at about 
55 percent. Iceland, Sweden, Denmark, 
France, Britain, the United States
with Britain and France ahead of the 
United States-and Canada, just after 
the United States. Australia, Germany, 
Holland-smaller ratios in those areas. 

We are not alone in this, nor have we 
ignored the subject. It was perhaps not 
widely noticed, but a year ago in Pub
lic Law 103-322, signed by the President 
on September 13, 1994, an anticrime 
measure, the now majority leader Sen
ator DOLE and I sponsored a sense-of
the-Senate regarding a study of out-of
wedlock births. 

It said simply: 

It is the sense of the Senate that-(1) the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, in 
consultation with the National Center for 
Health Statistics, should prepare an analysis 
of the causes of the increase in out-of-wed
lock births, and determine whether there is 
any historical precedent for such increase, as 
well as any equivalent among foreign na
tions, and (2) the Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Services should report to Congress 
within 12 months after the date of the enact
ment of this Act on the Secretary's analysis 
of the out-of-wedlock problem and its causes, 
as well as possible remedial measures that 
could be taken. 

I can report, sir, that report is ready 
now and will be released shortly. It is 
a first effort, and I hope it will not be 
the last. 

At length, the U.S. Government-the 
U.S. Congress, this Senate, the Presi
dency-is finally beginning to acknowl
edge this problem. I have mentioned 
before President Bush's commence
ment address at Notre Dame in 1992, 
and President Clinton's 1994 State of 
the Union address, where the subject is 
raised. But it cannot be too emphati
cally stated that we know very little of 
the ideology, origins, the modes by 
which it takes place. 

I have here a draft of the new report 
by the Department of Health and 
Human Services. You can see, Mr. 
President, and I hope the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services might be 
listening, "The sense of the Senate 
asks for a· study of out-of-wedlock 
births.'' 

The report does, indeed, say "out of 
wedlock." But when it gets into the 
text, it refers to "nonmarital," thus 
defining down the problem; from the 
term "illegitimacy" to "out of wed
lock" to "nonmarital,'1 to--I do not 
know what the next euphemism will 
be. 

But they do make the simple point 
that changes in behavior, some of these 
changes in reproductive biology, have 
led to an extraordinary number of out
of-wedlock births. In 1992, about 
1,250,000-1% million illegitimate 
births. About 1in10 unmarried women 
age 15 to 44 become pregnant each 
year-about 1in10. 

I have just offered to the Senate a 
datum which should shock anyone. One 
in ten unmarried women become preg
nant each year. The vast majority of 
these pregnancies are unintended and, 
in 1991, nearly half ended in induced 
abortion-obviously a condition we 
should not ever desire nor should we 
allow to continue if we can change it. 

But again, I have to say that there 
does not now exist any understanding 
of how we might do this. I welcome the 
onset of inquiry. This is not beyond the 
reach of social science, anthropology, 
biology. But it is only just beginning 
to be recognized in our country as in 
other countries. The Economist reports 
the neighborhoods in Britain are not 
unlike those in, say Washington, DC, 
and in Paris. It is a new social condi
tion, a new social issue. 
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But earlier I cited James Q. Wilson, 

in a splendid essay, a lecture which he 
gave, the Walter Wriston Lecture, at 
the Manhattan Institute in New York 
City, November 17, 1994, entitled, 
"From Welfare Reform To Character 
Development." I think that is what the 
Senator from North Carolina is talking 
about, from welfare reform to char
acter development. And he should be. 
He is to be congratulated for doing it. 

But Wilson says, about the subject-
how do you break the cycle of depend
ency? 

Nobody knows how to do this on a large 
scale. The debate that has begun about wel
fare reform is in large measure based on 
untested assumptions, ideological posturing, 
and perverse priorities. We are told by some 
that worker training and job placement will 
reduce the welfare rolls, but we know that 
worker training and job placement have so 
far had at best very modest effects on wel
fare rolls. 

I say that standing here with a but
ton from the JOBS program in River
side, CA, that says, "Life Works If You 
Work." But we know the effects of 
these programs are modest. 

Wilson goes on: 
And few advocates of worker training tell 

us what happens to children of mothers who 
are induced or compelled to work other than 
to assure us that somebody will supply day 
care. We are told by others that a mandatory 
work requirement, whether or not it leads to 
more mothers working, will end the cycle of 
dependency. We don't know that it will. 

That is James Q. Wilson. "We don't 
know that." I continue: 

Moreover, it is fathers whose behavior we 
most want to change, and nobody has ex
plained how cutting off welfare to mothers 
will make biological fathers act like real fa
thers. We are told that ending AFDC will re
duce illegitimacy, but we don't know that; 
* * * 

I repeat James Q. Wilson, "We are 
told that ending AFDC will reduce ille
gitimacy but we don't know that." 

* * * it is, at best, an informed guess. 
Some people produced illegitimate children 
in large numbers long before welfare existed 
and others in similar circumstances now, 
produce none even though welfare has be
come quite generous. 

I plead to the Senate, first, do no 
harm. 

Catholic Charities addressed this plea 
to us earlier this day, asking that 
there not be a family cap. 

The first principle in welfare reform 
must be do no harm, the ancient adage 
of Hippocrates in his essay 
"Epidemics." It is not the Hippocratic 
oath, and we are dealing with an epi
demic here. We must heed that ancient 
Greek: First, do no harm. 

I can say that there is one major re
search project in operation right now
has been for more than 4 years-it in
volves very intensive counseling and 
education offered to teens to prevent 
teen pregnancy. 

I would prefer not to give the actual 
name of the operation because you do 
not want to interfere with it by stating 

ahead of time what its findings are, 
what is happening. But I can tell you 
that after 4 years the control group, 
there is no difference in outcome be
tween the experimental group which 
was given the intensive counseling and 
training and the control group which 
received no such special services. 

This still baffles us. It is still beyond 
our reach. Not beyond our grasp. I will 
use that image. It is beyond our reach, 
not beyond our grasp. We are trying. 
We are beginning to learn. But at this 
point, to deny benefits to children who 
have no means of controlling the way 
they come into the world or the cir
cumstances in which they find them
selves, would be an act of-irrespon
sible policy? I hesitate to use that 
word. It would be an act of-cruelty? I 
hesitate to use that word as well. Not 
intended; the unintended consequences 
of social policy are almost invariably 
the larger and more important ones. 

So I hope, with expression of great 
appreciation to the Senator who has 
raised the subject, thanking him for 
raising it, I hope we will not take this 
radical step into the unknown at just 
the moment when we are beginning to 
engage the Nation's analytic and social 
capacities with the issue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 

begin by responding to our dear and 
learned colleague from New York, who 
undoubtedly has spent more time and 
energy studying this problem than any 
other Member of the U.S. Senate. I 
would like to begin with his applica
tion of the Hippocratic oath to welfare 
reform. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Hippocrates on 
"Epidemics." 

Mr. GRAMM. Let me say this. I think 
we are preaching the oath too late. We 
now have a system where 40 million 
Americans are receiving some means
tested program broadly defined as wel
fare. We have a program that does a 
great deal of harm and that, if left in 
place, in my opinion will do far greater 
harm than it has done. 

In the mid-1960's, when the current 
approach to this problem really took 
hold with the Great Society, we were 
looking at something less than 10 per
cent of all babies born in America 
being born out of wedlock. Today, one 
out of every three babies born in Amer
ica is born out of wedlock. So I think, 
quite frankly, that while the advice 
"first do no harm" is good advice when 
you do not know what you are doing, 
the point is we have in place a program 
that does a great deal of harm. And 
probably no part of that program is 
more destructive than the part of the 
program that provides cash bonuses to 
people who have children on welfare or 
children who qualify for welfare. 

Our dear colleague, Senator DOMEN
IC!, in the closing remarks he made in 

debate on an earlier amendment, said if 
you believe that denying people more 
and more money to have more and 
more children on welfare is going to re
duce the birth rate of people on wel
fare, you believe in the tooth fairy. 

Mr. President, let me say that no 
human behavior in the history of this 
planet is better documented than the 
principle that if you pay people to do 
something they are going to do it, and 
they are going to do more of it than if 
you did not pay them. If we know any
thing about the behavior of the human 
being, it is that human behavior is 
clearly affected by the environment in 
which the human operates, by the set 
of rewards and penalties that exist. 
And clearly, the rewards in the current 
welfare system are all bad from the 
point of view of producing behavior 
that we do not want. Let me just give 
you a few of them. 

Any 16-year-old girl in our bigger 
cities can escape from her mothe1·, can 
get cash and voucher benefits equal to 
$14,000 of earnings a year, can get hous
ing subsidies, food stamps, and AFDC 
by doing one thing-by getting preg
nant. 

Does anybody believe that giving 
that child $14,000 worth of free benefits 
in return for getting pregnant is not 
creating behavior that would not exist 
in the absence of that money? Does 
anybody really believe that, if we did 
not give people more and more money 
to have more and more children on wel
fare, that people would be having the 
number of children that they are hav
ing? I do not believe it. 

I was having a discussion with my 
mother the other day on this subject, 
which I think is always good advice to 
someone who is engaged in public pol
icy today. My mother's thesis on this 
subject was basically that the problem 
with welfare is that people today, 
young people, are not as proud as peo
ple were in her generation. I responded 
by trying to explain to my mother that 
I am not positive that is the case. I 
think the world faced by young people 
today is very different than the world 
my 82-year-old mother faced when she 
was growing up. I tried to explain to 
my mother that if we had the kind of 
welfare benefits we have today when 
she had two little children and was 
working in a cotton mill that she 
would have taken welfare. My mother 
said, "I would not have taken it. I 
would starve to death before I would 
take it.'' 

I said, "Well, mother. Everybody you 
would have known would have been 
taking it. There would have been no 
stigma in taking it. People would have 
made fun of you for not taking it." 

To which my mother responded, "I 
would not take it, and if you ever say 
I would take it, I will go on television 
and denounce it.'' 

My mother is tough. Maybe she 
would not have taken it. But the point 



24840 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1995 
is that no logical person can doubt that 
the availability of these cash incen
tives to have babies, to have babies out 
of wedlock, is not impacting behavior. 
Am I claiming that it is the only incen
tive that is there? Am I claiming that 
by eliminating these cash payments 
that we would eliminate illegitimacy? 
No. But I do not think any rational 
person can argue that we would not 
have less of it if we did stop paying 
people for acting irresponsible. 

We had an earlier amendment that 
was adopted which killed the provision 
in this bill that I thought was very im
portant. We had spent months working 
out a compromise that said we are not 
going to give people on welfare more 
and more money to have more and 
more children. I thought it was an im
portant provision. Senator DOMENIC! 
earlier offered an amendment which 
killed that provision, and basically 
preserved the status quo, a status quo 
where now one-third of all the children 
born in the country are born out of 
wedlock. 

I do not have any doubt based on that 
vote that Senator FAIRCLOTH's amend
ment is not going to be adopted. But I 
believe that this is a very important 
amendment. 

So my purpose in the remaining mo
ments is twofold: First of all, I want to 
say to our dear colleague from North 
Carolina that no Member of the Senate 
has had a more profound impact on 
welfare reform than the junior Senator 
from North Carolina, LAUCH 
FAIRCLOTH. Had it not been for his per
sistence and his leadership there would 
be no pay for performance provision in 
this bill and we would not have a man
datory work requirement where people 
who refuse to work and are able-bodied 
lose their check. Had it not been for his 
persistent leadership, we would still be, 
even under this bill, inviting people to 
come to America with their hand out 
to go on welfare rather than their 
sleeves being rolled up to go to work. 

Thanks to his leadership and his 
commitment, we did have a provision 
in the bill until today that denied addi
tional cash payments to people who 
have more and more children on wel
fare. 

So I want to first thank him for his 
leadership. And I am convinced that ul
timately we are going to reform wel
fare, and I share with Sena tor 
FAIRCLOTH the commitment that I do 
not want to just reform welfare be
cause it costs $384 billion a year when 
you add up all the State and the Fed
eral payments. I want to reform wel
fare because we are hurting the very 
people we are trying to help. 

The great paradox is that people who 
really oppose welfare reform, as the 
President does-and, despite all of his 
rhetoric, one thing is very, very clear; 
that is, Bill Clinton wants to preserve 
welfare as we know it. But one of the 
things that it is clear to me is that we 

have to redo this system because we 
are hurting the very people that we are 
trying to help. Our programs have driv
en fathers out of the household. They 
have made mothers dependent. They 
have denied people access to the Amer
ican dream. They have changed peo
ple's behavior. Our social safety net 
has turned into a hammock. And it has 
changed the way people behave. As 
they have turned more and more to
ward government to take care of them, 
they have turned less and less to de
velop self-reliance. They have turned 
less and less to their family and to 
their faith, and I have no doubt that 
their life has been diminished. 

Those who are for dramatic reform in 
welfare stand on the high ground mor
ally in this debate. Those who defend 
the status quo, in my opinion, are de
fending a system that may serve some 
political interest. But it does not serve 
the interest of the people in this coun
try who are poor because it is a system 
that keeps them poor, it is a system 
that expands their numbers, it is a sys
tem that diminishes their lives, and it 
is a system that diminishes our great 
country. And I want to change it. 

The final point I want to make is this 
is a modest amendment that the Sen
ator from North Carolina has proposed. 
What his amendment says is simply 
this: No Federal funds for cash welfare 
aid to unmarried mothers undu:r the 
age of 18 with a State opt-out provi
sion. What does that mean? 

What Senator FAIRCLOTH is saying is 
that, if his amendment is adopted, if a 
child 16 years old is having a baby or 
has had a baby, nothing in his amend
ment would prevent the State from 
giving her assistance through her own 
mother, nothing in this amendment 
would prohibit giving her assistance 
under adult supervision, and nothing in 
this amendment would prevent giving 
her food or shelter or clothing. But 
what the amendment would not do is 
to create a cash incentive for people to 
have babies on welfare. 

That is what the amendment does. In 
addition, if a State does not want to 
abide by the Faircloth amendment, and 
it wants to provide cash, the State leg
islature must pass a bill and the Gov
ernor of the State must sign it taking 
themselves out of the program. 

A lot of people oppose this because 
they know there are a lot of States 
where politicians might want to get 
out of the program but people do not 
want to vote to get out of the program. 

So this preserves State option. It 
simply requires that affirmative action 
by the State to be exempt. 

I want to repeat in closing that I am 
alarmed about a country, our country, 
where one out of every three babies in 
America is born out of wedlock. No 
great civilization has ever risen that 
was not built on strong families. No 
great civilization has ever survived the 
destruction of its families, and I fear 

we are not going to be the first. So I 
fully understand that this is an area 
where you could study it endlessly. 
And I generally agree with the Hippo
cratic principle: First, do not harm. 
But the point is we have already done 
harm. We have put in place a program 
that unless we change it is ultimately 
going to kill our Nation, and I wish to 
undo it. Given the harm that is being 
done by the current welfare system, it 
is time to venture some change. 

Finally, I totally and absolutely re
ject the thesis that there is no dem
onstration that people do more of 
something· if you give them money to 
do it. All of recorded history makes it 
very clear that if you pay somebody to 
do something, they are going to do 
more of it than if you do not pay them. 

I just remind my colleagues that the 
first welfare reform measure in Amer
ica was in Jamestown, and what hap
pened is that Capt. John Smith had 
seen the colony break down as they 
had adopted a system, basically a so
cialistic system where people were 
given the fruits of society's labor based 
on an allocation rather than based on 
their effort. As far as I am aware, the 
first welfare reform principle in the 
history of America was when Capt. 
John Smith said those who do not work 
shall not eat. 

I believe those kinds of reforms have 
an effect, and the incredible point that 
seems to be missed by so many is that 
these kinds of reforms are humane re
forms. People cannot be happy when 
they are kept dependent. There is 
something wrong in a free society when 
people are not providing their own 
way. The only real happiness that 
comes, the only real fulfillment that 
comes is from individual achievement. 
And if we want to unleash the energy 
and the ability which is hidden in so 
many millions of Americans who are 
trapped on this welfare system and 
unleash that talent and ability to serve 
them and to serve the country, we have 
got to reform this welfare system, and 
I feel very strongly that this is a very 
important amendment. 

A concluding point. I am very dis
appointed about the adoption of the 
Domenici amendment. It undoes a deli
cate bill that we had put together. I 
want to say to my colleagues, assum
ing that we do not mandate some new 
benefit which would be totally unac
ceptable and induce me to vote against 
this bill, I plan to vote for this bill on 
final passage. I intend to vote to take 
it to conference with the House. 

However, when we come back to the 
Senate with a bill, I am not going to 
vote for a welfare reform bill that does 
not deal with illegitimacy. We cannot 
deal with the welfare problem we face, 
we cannot change this destructive sys
tem unless we deal with illegitimacy. 
And so I am committed to the principle 
that when this bill comes back from 
conference, we have provisions which 
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end cash incentives to people to have 
more and more children on welfare. I 
think that is essential. 

I wish to congratulate our colleague 
from North Carolina for his leadership 
on this amendment and on this bill. I 
am very proud to support it. I do not 
have any doubt about the fact that we 
are probably going to get about 25 
votes, but I believe this is the right 
thing to do. And I am also confident 
that this century will not end before 
the Faircloth amendment will be the 
law of the land. I have no doubt about 
the fact that while Congress is per
fectly content to let a rotten welfare 
system fester, the American people are 
not content. They are going to con
tinue to demand that we make these 
changes. They are going to give us a 
Congress and a President who are com
mitted to them, and when they do we 
are going to make these changes and 
some of us will remember Senator 
F AIRCLOTH's leadership. Hopefully he 
will be here providing it when the day 
comes that this amendment will be 
successful, and I am confident that it 
will. 

I congratulate him on his leadership. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I actually came to the 

floor to introduce an amendment that I 
will get to later on that I think will be 
important to colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to make sure that in situa
tions where you have violence within a 
home we give States the room to give 
single parents, usually women, an ex
emption from some of the require
ments if that is the only alternative to 
make sure that they are safe. We do 
not want to force women back into 
very dangerous homes. 

Mr. President, I was listening to my 
colleague from Texas, and I just have 
to respond. Let me come back to some 
unpleasant facts which I think are im
portant because we ought to be making 
policy on as solid a basis of informa
tion as possible. 

First, actually, I kind of did my own 
survey in Minnesota, which, I say to 
my colleagues, was really startling. 

I try to go to a school about every 21/2 

weeks during the school year, and I 
was in an inner-city high school, South 
High in Minneapolis. And actually a 
young woman about age 16 asked me-
1 guess she heard about action in the 
House-she said to me, "Are you in 
favor of denying welfare benefits to a 
young woman or girl under 18 years of 
age if she has a child?" 

I said, "Well, I will answer that ques
tion but first let me ask you and let me 
ask all of you who are here in this as
sembly"-there were about 300 or 400 
students. I did not editorialize. In fact, 
I tried to actually stack it in the other 
direction. I said that many Representa-

tives in the House of Representatives 
have said, look, when a youngster, a 
young woman knows that she can get 
on welfare and have welfare assistance, 
this is what encourages out-of-wedlock 
births. And people are very serious 
about dealing with this problem, as I 
think all of us are in this Chamber. 

Then I said, "How many of you would 
agree?" No one. 

Mr. President, we are talking all 
about these young people. Has anybody 
asked them about what the causes are? 

The question is, why do children have 
children? But has anybody asked any 
of these young people? I do not think 
this amendment is connected to that 
reality at all. 

Then I went to a suburban high 
school in White Bear Lake, and I asked 
the students the same question, expect
ing a very different response. Then I 
went to two other suburban commu
nities. Then I went to about three 
other schools in small towns. Cross my 
heart and hope to die on the floor of 
the Senate, never more than about 5 
percent of the student bodies, the as
semblies, agreed. In fact, I found these 
students were kind of yelling at me, 
not out of anger but they were saying, 
"Are you people crazy? This is why you 
think young people are having chil
dren? This is why you think there are 
births out of wedlock? These are our 
friends. We know what goes on. Nobody 
is thinking about welfare. Nobody 
knows what it is. Nobody is thinking, 
'Well, if I get pregnant, then I do not 
have to worry because I get AFDC and 
I can move out of my home'." 

I heard all sorts of other reasons 
given that you might agree or disagree 
with. But I want to tell you, talk about 
a disconnect. The very people that we 
say we are concerned about, the very 
people in whose name we pass this leg
islation, allegedly for whose benefit we 
pass this legislation, say, "Are you 
crazy? This has nothing to do with this 
problem," which is a serious problem. 
That is my first point. 

Please remember that. Now, maybe 
other Senators in here in the Chamber 
have gone out and met with lots of 
young people and have asked them. 
And if you have received a very dif
ferent response, please tell me. But I 
have made it my business to spend a 
lot of time with a lot of young people, 
inner city, suburban, small town, rural, 
and that is not what they say. It does 
not make any sense to them at all. 

Maybe we ought to listen to them. 
Maybe we ought to ask them. Maybe 
we ought to know more. That is my 
first point. 

My second point-and I will do this 
briefly, I say to my colleague from New 
York-I am sorry the Senator from 
Texas has •left the Chamber. I always 
feel uncomfortable, because you try to 
have debates-people give a speech and 
then they are gone, and you feel like 
you are attacking someone behind 

their back. I am not making an attack. 
I put it more in the form of questions. 

The problem with the analysis about 
this-about all of these mothers who 
are having all of these children-and 
this is a terrible crisis in our country
is again-and I have heard the Senator 
from New York say this over and over 
again, the typical family is one woman, 
two children. Seventy-five percent of 
the AFDC families have two children, 
one parent. That is what it is. What are 
we doing perpetuating the same stereo
type? In the last 20 years it has not 
gone up. We do not have larger fami
lies. 

As to this economic rationality argu
ment that it is the money that causes 
young people to have children, there is 
no evidence of that at all. As for this 
argument, I think-and I would have to 
defer to my learned colleague from 
New York-but I think that if you look 
around the country, State by State, I 
do not think there is any direct cor
relation between level of benefits and 
number of children. Is there? I mean in 
some States--

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If the Senator 
would yield for a question. I think he 
would find in the main the correlation 
is inverse. The lower the benefit, the 
higher the ratio. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Well, that is what 
I thought my colleague would say. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Not absolute. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Right. Let us just 

say-let us just understand this, there 
is somewhat of an inverse relationship 
around the country between level of 
benefits and number of children per 
family. Those States which have the 
lower level of benefits tend to have the 
families with the larger number of 
children. Now, what does that do to the 
argument of my colleague from Texas 
about how it is the dollars that cause 
all of this? Well, he is not here. But 
you know, for the record, as we say. 

Finally, Mr. President, as to this 
whole argument that-as I listened to 
my colleague conclude-that really 
what this debate is about is a dif
ference between those who take the 
moral high ground and push through 
these changes, versus those who, I 
guess the flip side of the coin is those 
who do not take the moral high 
ground. 

On that note, I just would like to 
suggest two final points. One, I said it 
once before on the floor, as I listen to 
some of my colleagues talk about wel
fare, I get the impression that they are 
trying to make the argument that wel
fare causes poverty, that food stamps 
cause people to not have enough money 
to purchase food. It is like they mix up 
the independent and dependent vari
ables. It is like arguing Social Security 
causes people to get old. 

People become eligible for welfare be
cause they are poor. Or quite often you 
have two parents, and then there is a 
divorce and then the woman is on her 
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own with children, and she looks for 
some support for herself and her chil
dren. And 9 million or so of the 15 mil
lion are children. 

So, frankly, this argument that this 
is the high moral ground-I think when 
all is said and done, ultimately what it 
amounts to is taking food out of the 
mouths of children. That is no high 
moral ground position. 

I am sorry my colleague from Texas 
is not here. Maybe he will come back. 
This whole business of somehow the 
welfare programs cause the poverty is 
ridiculous-we expanded food stamps 
and we did not expand hunger. I said 
this before on the floor of the Senate, 
but let us be clear about our history. 
Richard Nixon, a Republican, estab
lished Federal standards for food 
stamps because in the mid and late 
1960's there were the Hunger USA, CBS 
and Field Foundation studies and pic
tures of children with distended bellies 
and malnutrition and hunger in Amer
ica. 

And so we expanded the Food Stamp 
Program. And now we do not have the 
scurvy and now we do not have the 
rickets and now we do not have all the 
hunger and malnutrition. But some
how, according to my colleague from 
Texas, these programs have brought 
about all this damage to low-income 
people, to poor people, mainly, I am 
sorry to say, women and children. 

It is really quite a preposterous argu
ment. 

Mr. President, there is a difference 
between reform and reverse reform. 
And it is absolutely a great idea to en
able a mother or a father to be able to 
move from welfare to workfare, a good 
job, decent wage, affordable child care. 
That is not what this has been about. 
So I would not want to let my col
league get away with his argument 
about a high moral ground. I see no 
high moral ground in punishing chil
dren. I see no high moral ground in 
taking food out of the mouths of hun
gry children. I see no high moral 
ground in essentially targeting those 
people who are the most vulnerable, 
with the least amount of political clout 
and making them the scapegoats. 

And you know what, by way of con
clusion? The sad thing is that I some
times think that part of this agenda is 
to essentially say to those people in 
our country who feel all the squeeze, 
middle-income people, working people, 
if we just bash the welfare mothers and 
do this and do that and make these 
cuts and those cuts, then the middle 
class will do well economically. There 
is no connection whatsoever. 

My colleague from Texas-and I 
promise my other colleagues on the 
floor, this is my last point-keeps put
ting apples and oranges together. And I 
heard $170 billion or some figure like 
that being quoted as money spent on 
welfare. I do not know exactly what he 
is talking about. Is he talking about 

aid to families with dependent chil
dren? That is what we are debating. I 
guess he added food stamps. He prob
ably had to add Medicaid to get there. 

If he is talking about Medicaid, ev
erybody understands that well over 60 
percent of Medicaid is not welfare 
mothers, it is elderly people. Some are 
our parents and grandparents who at 
the end of their lives, because of cata
strophic expenses, lost all their re
sources and now, because they are 
poor, they are eligible for Medicaid and 
nursing homes. 

And God knows what else he lumped 
into this figure. So let us be accurate 
about this as we make these decisions. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

a tor from Louisiana. 
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I lis

tened to the argument for the amend
ment's adoption by the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

I am sorry he is not here because I 
really did want to ask him questions 
on the amendment. 

And at the risk of being a policy 
nerd, which I think I would hate to be 
called-I never want to have anyone 
use that term and apply it to me-how
ever, I do have some questions in read
ing the amendment that I do not know 
how I am going to get an answer to un
less the author is here or somebody 
who could respond to the author's in
tent. 

As I read the amendment that was 
published in the RECORD by the Senator 
from North Carolina, it said, "A State 
may not use any part of the grant that 
they get to provide cash benefits for a 
child born out of wedlock to an individ
ual who has not attained 18 years of 
age." 

There is an exception to that prohibi
tion, which is my question, "except 
that prohibition shall not apply to 
vouchers which are provided in lieu of 
cash benefits and which may be used 
only to pay for particular goods and 
services specified by the State and 
suitable for the care of the child that is 
involved." 

I happen to think vouchers may be a 
good idea. But I do not know whether 
the author of the amendment is requir
ing vouchers or not requiring vouchers. 

The bigger point that I would want to 
make in this argument is that, No. 1, 
the Senate has already spoken to this 
question. By a vote of, I think, 66-34, 
we adopted the Domenici amendment 
which addressed this question. And the 
Domenici amendment essentially said 
that a State may deny additional cash 
benefits for an additional child for a 
mother who has that additional child 
regardless of her age, whether she is 18 
years old or 22 years old or what have 
you; that it would be a State decision 
to affirmatively deny additional assist
ance to that mother. 

My whole concern about this attack 
on the question of illegitimacy is that 

they are missing the target. They are, 
in fact, using a sledgehammer ap
proach, but they are using a sledge
hammer to hit the wrong person. 

You do not solve the problem of ille
gitimacy by penalizing the child. The 
child did not make a decision to be 
born. The child did not ask to be a 
child that is born into this world. 
Therefore, when you penalize the child, 
you are not penalizing the right per
son. 

The reason why I think that the 
Work First proposal that we had put 
together made so much sense is that 
we said that the teen mother, or any 
mother who has a child, is going to 
have to be responsible for having that 
child. They are going to have to live in 
a family environment with their par
ent, if there is one, or they are going to 
have to live in an adult-supervised 
home to get adult supervision in carry
ing out their responsibilities. They are 
going to have to sign a contract to go 
to work. They are going to have to 
start looking for a job. They are going 
to have to start receiving training. 

I suggest that is a far better way to 
address the question of illegitimacy, 
which is a rampant problem in this 
country. My State has the second-high
est illegitimacy rate in the United 
States. Forty-some percent of the chil
dren born in Louisiana are illegit
imate. That is something I think is a 
disaster already. It is not something 
waiting to happen. 

The question is, How do we solve that 
problem? Do we penalize the child? Do 
we say to the mother, "There are not 
going to be any more funds to take 
care of the child"? Who does that hurt? 
It does not help the mother, it does not 
educate the mother, it does not train 
the mother, it does not teach the 
mother responsibility. It gives her less 
money, and less money for what? The 
child that did not ask to be born. 

There are potential mothers, women 
who are pregnant, when faced with 
that decision take the easy way out 
and decide to have an abortion. That is 
why all the Catholic Conferences, 
which feel so strongly about this, have 
said very eloquently they oppose this 
type of sledgehammer approach, be
cause many pregnant ladies faced with 
that choice will decide to have an abor
tion because they know there will not 
be enough money to take care of the 
child when it is born. 

That is a very cruel proposition to a 
young potential mother faced with a 
pregnancy, many times in uncertain 
conditions, even if that child is wanted 
in the first place. 

Therefore, I am very strongly op
posed to any efforts in trying to attack 
the question of illegitimacy that goes 
after the child. Go after the mother. 
Find the father, because for every child 
that is born, there is a father some
where, in many cases shirking their re
sponsibility and running away from 
their responsibility. 
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So put provisions in the bill to go 

after the deadbeat father who is not 
recognizing his responsibility. Say to 
the mother having that child that 
"You are going to have to do some
thing different. You are going to have 
to live in an adult-supervised home," 
or "You are going to have to live in 
your parents' home," or "You are 
going to have to sign a contract to go 
to work; you are going to have to enter 
into an agreement in order to get the 
training that you are going to be able 
to be employable." 

Do everything you possibly can to 
the mother and the father who are re
sponsible for the child, but heaven's 
sake, do not penalize the child who did 
not ask to be born. That is why I am so 
very concerned that we say there is 
going to be no more money for an addi
tional child. 

My goodness, we are hurting the 
child, not the mother, not the father 
who we may not even know where he 
is. We should be exercising greater au
thority to try and find the people re
sponsible for the child and do things to 
them, for them, with them that edu
cate them to be better parents. 

I come from a State, as I said, that 
has the second-highest illegitimacy 
rate in the United States of America. I 
am not proud of that. I want to find a 
solution to that. I dare suggest this is 
not a solution. It is a sledgehammer 
approach, and we are using the sledge
hammer to beat the child, and that is 
not right. 

I am glad the Senator from North 
Carolina is here, because I kind of like 
the idea of vouchers, and we talked 
about vouchers. I guarantee you, there 
are some teenage mothers who, when 
they do get extra cash assistance, may 
not use that cash assistance for the 
benefit of the child. They may use that 
cash assistance in the most despicable 
way. They may use it to buy things 
which are not necessary. They may use 
it to feed an alcohol abuse problem or 
a drug problem, because we are giving 
them cash for that extra child. I recog
nize that, and I am a little concerned 
about that, but I want to make sure we 
protect the child. 

The Senator in part of his amend
ment says that as an exception for 
vouchers to those mothers who have an 
additional child, that the vouchers 
would not be prohibited. 

The question is, I guess, there is no 
requirement that a voucher be issued. 
In other words, if that mother has an 
additional child, maybe the extra 
amount that they would normally be 
entitled to would be $50. Would there 
be a requirement in the Senator's mind 
that the extra money be then given to 
the mother in a voucher that could 
only be used to buy things for that 
child? Or does his exception in the bill 
have nothing to do with the require
ment of a voucher? 

Given the choice-I want the Senator 
to respond if he can-but given the 

choice of saying to a mother that there 
is going to be no additional cash assist
ance and there is going to be no vouch
er either, I would prefer giving her the 
cash assistance in the hopes that be
cause of the training and the require
ments to live in an adult-supervised 
home or live with her parent or live 
with greater supervision, the money 
will, in fact, be used for the child. But 
if there is a requirement that they get 
a voucher to be used only for that 
child, I think that has some potential 
possibilities here. 

So if anybody can respond to my 
question, my specific question is, does 
the Senator's amendment require that 
an additional child would receive at 
least a voucher in order to pay for the 
cost of having that additional child or 
not? Will the Senator comment on 
that? 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, in 
response to the Senator from Louisi
ana, yes, the State has the option to 
give a voucher, and it says very clearly 
here that in lieu of cash benefits, which 
may be used only to pay for particular 
goods and services specified by the 
State, suitable for the care of the child 
involved. So the State has the option 
to supply these vouchers for things 
that would be used especially for the 
needs of the child, not cutting those 
off. 

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Senator 
for that response. That is one of the 
questions I was trying to have an
swered. The problem I have is, under 
the Senator's amendment, a State-I 
certainly hope no State would ever do 
it-but under this amendment, it cer
tainly could be ·possible, the State 
could say to that mother-more impor
tantly, in my mind, to that child-that 
we are not going to give any additional 
assistance for your benefits, for your 
needs, nor are we going to give any 
vouchers for your needs to survive. 

I think that is something we, as offi
cials who are responsible for raising 
the money for welfare reform, asking 
taxpaying citizens throughout this 
country to pay their taxes to try and 
solve this problem, that we have a re
sponsibility to see that those funds are 
used properly and appropriately. 

One thing that I think is proper, ap
propriate and necessary is that we 
guarantee that the child is taken care 
of. I am concerned, in fact, I think now 
very clearly that under the Senator's 
amendment, that that is not guaran
teed. The needs of the child will not be 
guaranteed either by a cash payment, 
which is very clear would be prohib
ited, or by the guarantee of a voucher 
for that child. I find that to be unac
ceptable. 

I want to do-and I will say it again
everything we can to ensure that the 
parent who had that child is made to 
be responsible, is made to find a job, 
enter job training, sign a contract to 
go to work, live in an adult-supervised 

home, live with a parent, find the fa
ther somewhere, no matter where he 
may be or what he may be doing, and 
say, "You have a responsibility, and 
that is to the child." 

It is unacceptable to me to say that 
we, as Federal officials, are going to 
use tax dollars to try and reform this 
system and yet not guarantee that the 
child will be taken care of. That is a 
major defect. 

The Domenici amendment scares me 
in the sense that it clearly says that a 
State may deny any additional cash as
sistance to the child if a State so 
chooses to do so. I think that is less on
erous than the amendment of the Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

So I hope that this amendment will 
be rejected. 

I think that is a proper course. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2592, AS MODIFIED 

Mrs. BOXER. I have a number of 
unanimous-consent requests that I 
think would clear up the proceedings. 
First, I am going to ask unanimous 
consent that we return to the consider
ation of the Boxer amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. BOXER. Second, I ask that the 

Senate proceed to my modified amend
ment, which I cleared with the major
ity leader and Members on the other 
side, which is already at the desk. 

I ask that my amendment be so 
modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. 

The amendment is so modified. 
The amendment (No. 2592), as modi

fied, is as follows: 
On page 302, line 4, strike "and". 
On page 302, line 5, strike the end period 

and insert"; and". 
On page 302, between lines 5 and 6, insert: 
(3) payments for foster care and adoption 

assistance under part E of title IV of the So
cial Security Act for a child who would, in 
the absence of this section, be eligible to 
have such payments made on the child's be
half under such part, but only if the foster or 
adoptive parent or parents of such child are 
not noncitizens described in subsection (a). 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask that I may speak 
for not to exceed 3 minutes on my 
amendment and that, after that, that 
will conclude all debate and that a vote 
on the Boxer amendment would occur 
immediately following a vote on Sen
ator FAmCLOTH's amendment without 
any intervening action or debate be
tween the two. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it has 
been a long time coming, this amend
ment, because we have had to work to
gether on both sides of the aisle to 
make sure that everyone was com
fortable with the amendment. I want 
to explain that modified amendment. 

My colleagues, in the Dole bill there 
is a restriction on benefits to new legal 
immigrants for the first 5 years they 
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are in this country. In other words, 
they are completely legal, but the Dole 
bill says they can get no Federal 
means-tested benefits. 

However, there are exemptions from 
these restrictions in the Dole bill on 
certain benefits, such as emergency 
medical care and immunizations. 

The one exemption that is not in the 
Dole bill is an exemption for foster 
care and adoption assistance programs. 
What that really means, in plain Eng
lish, Mr. President, is that if a legal 
immigrant child, a child who is here 
completely legally, is abused or ne
glected, and the court says that child 
must be protected, unless we do this fix 
that I have in this amendment, that 
child would not be eligible for the title 
IV-E foster care or adoption assistance 
program. 

What we did on both sides of the aisle 
is work with the language to ensure 
that those children would be treated 
exactly like citizen children if they are 
in a situation where they are abused or 
neglected in that 5-year period. 

It is important to note that Federal 
funding goes to the adopting families 
and the foster families under rules that 
govern that program and certification 
requirements that are set by the State. 

But the fact is, if we do not pass the 
Boxer amendment, then kids who are 
brutalized in families may well con
tinue to be brutalized because there is 
really not enough funds to help them 
get adopted or go into foster homes, or 
the burden could fall entirely on the 
State or the locality. 

So I am very pleased that Senators 
from the other side worked with me on 
this, that their staffs worked with me 
on it most diligently, and that we have 
reached an agreement. I am sure that 
none of us would want to abandon a 
child who was brutalized because we 
made an oversight. 

Mr. President, I am finished with my 
remarks. I hope we will pass this 
amendment with a strong bipartisan 
vote. I want to thank Senator MOY
NIHAN of New York for helping me with 
this amendment and, again, the Sen
ators on the other side, Senator NICK
LES, and Senator SANTORUM, who 
helped me work out the details of this 
amendment. 

I yield the time back and look for
ward to a very positive vote on this 
amendment immediately following the 
vote on the Faircloth amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GREGG). Under the previous order, the 
vote will be delayed. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2603 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the Faircloth amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 24, 
nays 76, as follows: 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cochran 
Craig 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
D'Amato 
Daschle 
De Wine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenic! 
Dorgan 
Exon 

[Rollcall Vote No. 419 Leg.] 

YEAS-24 

Gramm McCain 
Grams McConnell 
Helms Nickles 
Hutchison Santorum 
Inhofe Shelby 
Kempthorne Smith 
Kyl Thompson 
Lott Thurmond 

NAYS-76 

Feingold Mack 
Feinstein Mikulski 
Ford Moseley-Braun 
Glenn Moynihan 
Gorton Murkowski 
Graham Murray 
Grassley Nunn 
Gregg Packwood 
Harkin Pell 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Pryor 
Heflin Reid 
Hollings Robb 
Inouye Rockefeller 
Jeffords Roth 
Johnston Sar banes 
Kassebaum Simon 
Kennedy Simpson 
Kerrey Snowe 
Kerry Specter 
Kohl Stevens 
Lau ten berg Thomas 
Leahy Warner 
Levin Wells tone 
Lieberman 
Lugar 

So the amendment (No. 2603) was re
jected. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2592, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 2592, as modified. 

Mr. FORD. May we have order, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will come to order. The Senate will 
come to order. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
Boxer amendment, as modified. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced, yeas 100, 

nays 0, as follows: 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 

[Rollcall Vote No. 420 Leg.] 

YEAS-100 

Craig Hatfield 
D'Amato Heflin 
Daschle Helms 
De Wine Hollings 
Dodd Hutchison 
Dole Inhofe 
Domenic! Inouye 
Dorgan Jeffords 
Exon Johnston 
Faircloth Kassebaum 
Feingold Kempthorne 
Feinstein Kennedy 
Ford Kerrey 
Frist Kerry 
Glenn Kohl 
Gorton Kyl 
Graham Lau ten berg 
Gramm Leahy 
Grams Levin 
Grassley Lieberman 
Gregg Lott 
Harkin Lugar 
Hatch Mack 

McCain Pressler 
McConnell Pryor 
Mikulski Reid 
Moseley-Braun Robb 
Moynihan Rockefeller 
Murkowski Roth 
Murray Santorum 
Nickles Sarbanes 
Nunn Shelby 
Packwood Simon 
Pell Simpson 

Smith 
Sn owe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wells tone 

So, the amendment (No. 2592), as 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to recon
sider the vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

THOMPSON). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I take the floor to 

ask unanimous consent for our major
ity leader. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
cloture vote scheduled to occur this 
evening be postponed to occur at any 
time to be determined by the majority 
leader after consultation with the 
Democratic leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
under our order of doing business 
here-we just finished a Democratic 
amendment; the Boxer amendment-it 
would now be our desire to go to the 
amendment by the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2586 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to· proceed to 
amendment No. 2586. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object. A point of 
order. The amendment of the Senator 
from Maine seeks to strike the pro
posal in two separate places, and, as a 
result, I believe it is out of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has yet to be called up. 
The point of order would not lie until 
the amendment is called up. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] pro

poses an amendment numbered 2586. In sec
tion 102(c) of the amendment, insert "so long 
as the programs are implemented consistent 
with the Establishment Clause of the United 
States Constitution" after "subsection 
(a)(2)." 

In section 102(d)(2) of the amendment, 
strike subparagraph (B), and redesignate 
subparagraph (C) as subparagraph (B). 

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maine. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, as was 

just read by the clerk, there are two 
portions to this amendment. 

The first part of the amendment 
would provide that religious organiza
tions may participate in our welfare 
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program, which we want them to do, so 
long as they comply with the establish
ment clause of the Constitution. We 
want to encourage churches and other 
religious organizations to become ac
tively involved in our welfare process. 
We want them to do so, however, con
sistent with the first amendment. 

That amendment requires the Gov
ernment to navigate a very narrow 
channel when it provides funding to re
ligious organizations. On the one hand, 
we have the free exercise clause, which 
prohibits a government from being 
overtly hostile to religious institutions 
or organizations. Then on the other 
hand we have the establishment clause, 
which limits the extent to which the 
Government can actually sponsor reli
gious activities. 

The intersection of these two sepa
rate constitutional commands, I think, 
is implicated by section 102 of the wel
fare reform bill, which allows the 
States to contract with religious orga
nizations to provide welfare services. 
This provision protects religious orga
nizations from religious-based dis
crimination. And I think the authors 
ought to be commended. We, as I said 
before, want to encourage religious or
ganizations to participate in welfare 

102(d)(2). It says that neither the Fed
eral Government nor a State shall re
quire a religious organization (A) to 
alter its internal government-we cer
tainly do not want that-or (B) to form 
a separate nonprofit corpora ti on to re
ceive and administer the assistance 
funded under a program described in 
this subsection solely on the basis that 
it is a religious organization. 

Essentially what is done by the bill 
language is to impose a Federal man
date upon the States saying neither 
the Federal Government nor any State 
can, in fact, require a religious organi
zation to form a separate nonprofit 
corporation in order to receive funds 
under this act. 

Now, Mr. President, over the years 
the Supreme Court has had to pass 
upon a variety of cases and they must 
be examined on an individual basis. In 
some circumstances, the courts have 
ruled that the religious organization 
administering Federal funds is so-the 
words they use are-"permeated with a 
sectarian influence" that their receipt 
of Government funding violates the 
first amendment. 

What I want to do is to encourage re
ligious organizations to become in
volved in our welfare system. But if we 
leave the language in the bill, it is 

programs. · t 11 h th f But, in my judgment, the bill in its gomg o actua Y ave e reverse e -
current form does too little to restrain feet. It is going to discourage churches 

from getting contracts to help in our 
religious organizations from using Fed- welfare system because the State is 
eral funds to promote a religious mes- going to be precluded from asking the 
sage. My amendment would, I believe, religious organizations to set up a sep
remedy this defect. It would ensure arate, nonprofit corporation to receive 
that States have the flexibility to im- the money and administer the pro
plement welfare programs in a manner grams outside an atmosphere that is 
consistent with the religion clauses of permeated with religious overtones. 
the first amendment so we neither pro- If the bill stands as currently writ
hibit nor promote. And that is the bal- ten, it is going to have just the oppo
ance that has to be struck. site effect its authors desire. States are 

The first part of this amendment not going to want to walk into a Iaw
simply says that we want to encourage suit by the ACLU or any other group 
the States to contract with religious that will challenge the program as 
institutions or organizations to provide being violative of the first amendment. 
welfare services, but we want to do so so the whole purpose in our trying to 
consistent with the establishment encourage religious organizations to 
clause. Now, I think there would be participate in welfare programs is 
very little debate, indeed any division, going to be defeated. The threat of a 
with respect to this particular Ian- lawsuit will discourage States from in
guage. eluding religious organizations in their 

The second part of the amendment- · welfare programs. 
and Mr. President, I will ask for a divi- So the purpose that I have in mind is 
sion of the amendment before the point to strike part (B), which would prohibit 
of order is raised. I ask my amendment the Federal Government or the State 
be divided into two parts. from requiring a religious organization 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- to set up a separate nonprofit corpora
ator has a right to have the amend- tion. 
ment divided. It is divided. It may not be necessary for a reli-

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, the sec- gious organization to set up a separate 
ond part of the amendment is intended entity in each and every occasion. The 
to make it easier for the States to State might decide that this particular 
comply with its constitutional duties. religious organization is structured in 
The bill currently prohibits the States such a way that it is not permeated 
from requiring religious organizations with sectarian overtones, as such. A 
to establish separate corporate entities State may decide "we do not have to 
to administer welfare programs. My require a nonprofit corporation here." 
amendment would strike the Federal But the bill says, under no cir
mandate. cumstances can the Federal Govern-

Mr. President, under the bill as draft- ment or any State require that one be 
ed, there is a prohibition under part set up. 
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So I suggest to my colleagues that 
we are, in fact, engaged in a self-de
feating process. We are going to en
courage churches and other religious 
organizations to become involved in 
the welfare system, but we are going to 
use language which will, in fact, serve 
as a disincentive for States to contract 
with them. 

Mr. President, I hope, following the 
debate, that we will have an oppor
tunity to vote seriatim; first on part 1, 
on which I think there should be no 
disagreement, and then on part 2 of the 
amendment, which would strike the 
Federal mandate that prohibits any 
State from choosing to require a reli
gious organization in receipt of Federal 
funds to form a separate nonprofit cor
pora ti on. 

I think that it is in the best interest 
of those who want to encourage reli
gious institutions and organizations to 
become involved to agree to the 
amendment. Obviously, there is some 
disagreement on that issue. 

I yield the floor at this time. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I wonder if the Senator 

will yield for a question. 
Mr. COHEN. I yield. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Under the proposal of 

the distinguished Senator from Maine, 
if in our State we were nervous about 
the constitutionality of dealing with 
the church directly without this reli
gious corporation, then under the Sen
ator's amendment, the State could en
sure itself it was on safe ground by re
quiring that there be such a corpora
tion, and then when the State dealt 
with it, they would know that they 
were absolutely safe from lawsuits and 
all the problems that possibly could 
arise. 

Mr. COHEN. The Senator is correct. 
What my amendment would do would 
be to allow the State to decide, in look
ing at a particular organization-they 
look at the circumstances, they look at 
the environment, they look at the en
tire structure-to say, "We are satis
fied that there is no need to set up a 
separate nonprofit corporation to ad
minister these funds and, therefore, we 
are not making that requirement for 
this particular organization." 

On the other hand, they may see an 
organization is so structured that it is, 
in fact, permeated with sectarianism, 
as such, and the language of the Su
preme Court rulings require that a sep
arate nonprofit corporation be estab
lished before the organization can re
ceive Federal funds. 

If we do not strike this particular 
section, it seems to me what the State 
is going to do is to protect itself, to not 
deal with that particular organization 
and, therefore, we will not achieve the 
very goal we are trying to do: to get 
more churches and religious institu
tions involved in our welfare system. 

I suggest to my colleague that if we 
leave that language as it is currently 
written, it will be very self-defeating 
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and the State will be reluctant to en
gage in contracting out with religious 
organizations. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Just one more question 
of the Senator. It seems to me what 
the Senator is proposing is giving the 
States flexibility; the State does not 
have to require it but could. 

Mr. COHEN. It could. 
Mr. CHAFEE. So, therefore, if the 

whole goal of this bill, often reiterated, 
is greater flexibility to the States, that 
this is what the Senator's amendment 
does. And if the State does not choose 
to require a nonprofit corporation, 
then that is the State's business. 

Mr. COHEN. The Senator is entirely 
correct. Let me quote briefly from the 
case Bowen versus Kendrick, decided in 
1988. We have Chief Justice Rehnquist, 
and Justices Kennedy, Scalia, White 
and O'Connor in a 5 to 4 decision. The 
language is: 

We have always been careful to ensure that 
direct Government aid to religiously affili
ated institutions does not have the primary 
effect of advancing religion. One way in 
which direct Government aid might have 
that effect is if aid flows to institutions that 
are "pervasively sectarian." 

We have invalidated an aid program on the 
grounds that there was a "substantial" risk 
that the aid to these religious institutions 
would, knowingly or unknowingly, result in 
religious indoctrination. 

The Court also noted that whether an 
organization has "explicit corporate 
ties to a particular religious faith and 
by-laws or policies that prohibit any 
deviation from religious doctrine" is a 
"factor relevant to the determination 
of whether an institution is 'perva
sively sectarian.' " 

So the Court is saying that it is 
going to look at the circumstances in
dividually and make a determination. 
If you bar a State from requiring a sep
arate corporate entity to be formed, 
what you are doing is sending forth a 
very chilling message: "If you under
take to contract out with a church or 
religious organization under these cir
cumstances, you are going to invite a 
constitutional challenge." Therefore, I 
would imagine the Governor of a State 
would say, "Let's just not contract out 
with this particular religious organiza
tion. We'll avoid the problem. We don't 
need any more lawsuits. We don't need 
to be in the Supreme Court." 

I say to my friend, the best way we 
ensure to get the churches and reli
gious organizations into our welfare 
system is to strike the language that 
would mandate that no State could 
ever require, under any circumstances, 
the formation of a separate nonprofit 
corporation. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I was interested in that 
Supreme Court case the Senator 
quoted. Was that Judge Scalia who 
joined in that opinion? 

Mr. COHEN. Judge Scalia did join in 
the opinion. It was written by Chief 
Justice Rehnquist and joined by Jus
tice Kennedy, Justice Scalia, Justice 
White and Justice O'Connor. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I do not think Justice 
Scalia is looked upon as a dangerous 
liberal on that Court. 

Mr. COHEN. If I could add one other 
factor. We have Rosenberger versus 
University of Virginia, a case decided 
just last spring. Justice O'Connor, who 
cast the fifth and deciding vote, wrote 
a separate concurrence. Here is some 
straightforward language from her 
opinion: 

There exists an axiom in the history and 
precedent of the Establishment Clause, pub
lic funds may not be used to endorse a reli
gious message. 

That is what the Court is looking for, 
whether public funds are being used to 
endorse a religious message. If a State 
finds that a religious organization is 
not structured in such a fashion, that 
it is not, in fact, promoting religion ei
ther directly or indirectly, then there 
is not a problem. But if a State is per
suaded that an organization is so per
meated with a sectarian influence, 
then it is going to require that a sepa
rate corporation handle the funds. It 
seems to me that we ought to give the 
States that flexibility, and if you do 
not give them that flexibility, it means 
they are not going to contract out with 
religious organizations. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I could well see the sit
uation where in our State, for example, 
the attorney general might advise the 
Governor, "Don't get into these kind of 
contracts." 

As it exists now, you have no option 
but to deal with the church because the 
bill, as I understand it is written, for
bids these nonprofit corporations from 
being set up. 

Mr. COHEN. It prohibits either the 
Federal Government or the State from 
requiring a religious organization to 
form a separate nonprofit corporation · 
to receive and administer the funds. 

Mr. CHAFEE. So you could get a sit
uation where the attorney general ad
vises the Governor, "Don't make that 
kind of a deal because we are going to 
end up in court, so just forget it." 

Mr. COHEN. That is right. 
Mr. CHAFEE. The Senator's point is 

a good one. If we are trying to encour
age the churches to come into this, use 
their facilities which they have avail
able for day care and other forms of as
sistance, I think the Senator's amend
ment makes a lot of sense. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am sorry. I wanted 

to speak. The Senator was on the floor. 
Mr. COHEN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

SNOWE). The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, I 

ask if the Senator from Maine will 
yield for a question? 

Mr. COHEN. Yes. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. I heard the Senator 

from Rhode Island ask him if a State 

were allowed to require the formation 
of a separate corporate entity, that 
would guarantee the State immunity 
from suit based on grounds of the in
fraction of the first amendment. Is 
that the Senator's position? 

Mr. COHEN. I think what the Sen
ator from Rhode Island was saying is, 
if the State, in looking at the situa
tion, comes to the conclusion that re
quiring a separate nonprofit corpora
tion will insulate · the State against a 
lawsuit for violating the first amend
ment, that the State would be willing 
to contract with the religious organiza
tion to provide welfare services. My 
amendment gives the State flexibility 
to make that judgment rather than is
suing a mandate. I know that the Sen
ator from Missouri is concerned, and I 
appreciate his concern. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I want to know if 
the position of the Senator from Maine 
is that by virtue of requiring the for
mation of one or another, that you 
have a determination about whether or 
not something violates the first 
amendment. 

Mr. COHEN. No. The answer to that 
directly is no. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. So the Senator from 
Maine does not allege that this provi
sion would provide any guarantee. I 
thought I misunderstood. I thought I 
heard the Sena tor from Maine tell the 
Senator from Rhode Island that such a 
guarantee would be in effect. 

Mr. COHEN. If I said that, I 
misspoke, because there is no guaran
tee under any of these cases. You can 
always end up in court. I think what 
the Senator from Rhode Island was 
saying is that the likelihood of a chal
lenge on the basis of the Establishment 
Clause is less likely by virtue of set
ting up such a corporation. 

You minimize the challenge by creat
ing a separate corporate entity that is 
not going to be so heavily influenced or 
permeated with sectarianism that the 
court is going to prohibit it from re
ceiving government funding. But each 
case is decided on an individual basis. 
As we have discussed, it is not the lan
guage of the bill, but it is the structure 
of the organization, that is scrutinized 
on an individual basis to determine 
whether or not that organization is 
permeated with religious overtones. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Who makes that de
cision? 

Mr. COHEN. Ultimately, only the 
court. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. So it is up to the 
court to decide--

Mr. COHEN. Yes. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Whether an organi

zation is so permeated with sectarian 
purpose as to be ineligible to partici
pate in a governmental purpose. 

Mr. COHEN. That is right. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. It is the position of 

the Senator from Maine that that was 
decided in Bowen versus Kendrick, and 
a long line of cases? 
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Mr. COHEN. Exactly right. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MOYNilIAN. Madam President, I 

rise in fervent support of the proposal 
by the Senator from Maine. It seems to 
me to anticipate difficulties which can 
be readily resolved if they are in fact 
anticipated. It is clear that the Senate 
understood what it was doing and in
deed provided additional language to 
resolve issues that might arise. 

I do not want, in any way, to com
plicate matters, but I would like to 
state that it is a matter of record-or 
so I believe-that the establishment 
clause has come into play in areas such 
as the ones we are dealing with only 
quite recently-only in the 20th cen
tury. I believe it was not until the 20th 
century that the Court held that public 
aid to religious schools was unconstitu
tional. Indeed, I think it may only be 
in the second half of the 20th century. 

I note for the first-the longest-cen
tury of the Constitution, it was as
sumed otherwise. President Grant, con
templating running for a third term, 
addressed a meeting or a gathering-or 
an encampment of the Army, I think 
they would have said, of the Tennessee, 
which was held out in Iowa, and pro
posed a constitutional amendment that 
would prohibit aid to Catholic schools. 
It would not have said Catholic per se. 

Mr. COHEN. I would have to check 
with Senator THuRMOND to verify that. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes, Senator THuR
MOND would know. But it was assumed 
that it was constitutional. He thought 
it would be an issue to make it uncon
stitutional. It took another 80 years for 
the Court to find that it was in there 
all along. I think you can read that 
clause. It says simply: "Congress shall 
make no law respecting the establish
ment of religion." 

The Church of England is an estab
lished church. There were established 
churches in most of the colonies. I may 
be mistaken and probably am. I think 
several colonies had several established 
churches. That means public moneys 
go to the maintenance of the clergy 
and of the houses of worship. It was 
never, in any way, thought that you 
could not have parochial schools re
ceive public moneys. They did in New 
York, until the 1920's when, under an 
informal arrangement whereby State
owned lands in the western part of the 
State-and I suspect Maine has the 
same arrangement-were sold for dif
ferent purposes and used. It was a de
centralized situation, and I regret to 
say-meaning no discredit and hoping 
not, in any way, to offend anybody
the Baptists were found to be padding 
their payrolls. So reform had to take 
place. Albany took over the disburse
ment of these funds. They were called 
public schools. 

The issue arose as to what Bible 
would be used, and, of course, the ma
jority wanted a King James Bible and 
the Catholics wanted a Bible of their 

own, and so the Catholic schools com
menced their independent existence to 
this day. But the term "public school," 
or "PS" in the way of usage in Man
hattan, comes from that point. 

I just hope these comments-I cannot 
expect them to carry great weight 
across the lawn to our former neigh
bors in the Court, but it is a fact that 
the establishment clause contemplated 
a form of Government-supported reli
gious institutions. That was normal in 
most of the world then and had nothing 
to do with day care centers, or halfway 
houses, or orphanages, or schools the 
way it may today. 

So I think the Senator has a powerful 
point, a useful measure, and I thank 
him for being patient with my not nec
essarily precisely accurate recollec
tion. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, I 
rise in support of the Dole amendment 
and in opposition to the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Maine. 
The Senator from Maine suggests that 
States should make determinations 
about whether there should be another 
hurdle over which nongovernmental, 
private institutions, religious in char
acter, have to crawl in order to be par
ticipants in helping solve this major 
challenge to our society and culture. In 
doing so, it would place a hurdle in 
their path that is placed in the path of 
no other organization, in terms of their 
eligibility to help solve this problem. 

Strangely enough, this hurdle is 
placed in the path of some of the insti
tutions that have the very best record 
at helping solve the problem. It is sug
gested that placement of this hurdle in 
the path is necessary to protect States 
and localities from lawsuits. But the 
truth of the matter is that nothing can 
protect anyone from a lawsuit relating 
to the constitutionality or lack of con
stitutionality of a statute or a public 
program, other than a constitutional 
amendment, which is explicit in its au
thorization. But still you run the risk 
of litigation. 

It would be interesting, or perhaps 
maybe easier to understand this if 
what we were asking for here was un
precedented or had not been already 
enacted in other parts of the law. But 
I hold in my hand a report to the Con
gress for fiscal year 1994 of the Refugee 
Resettlement Program, which provides 
four grants directly to religious organi
zations for dispensing cash benefits. I 
could read a list of many, many such 
organizations that are involved in 
doing it. 

As a matter of fact, many of those 
who are in this Senate today voted in 
favor of this program in 1980 when the 
Refugee Resettlement Program was en
acted and asked that there be no spe
cial safeguard against the ability of re
ligious, ru:mgovernmental, not-for-prof
it organizations to assist with refugees. 
We would not want to end up with the 
anomalous situation of requiring 

churches to go over special barriers 
when providing services to welfare re
cipients in the United States, while not 
requiring them to go over the same 
barriers when helping refugees and oth
ers. 

Similarly, the Adolescent Family 
Life Act, which was tested in the case 
of Bowen versus Kendrick, provides 
funds to public and private counseling 
agencies that counsel teenagers on 
matters of premarital sexual relations 
and pregnancy. 

The act expressly provided that reli
gious not-for-profit organizations were 
to be considered as eligible. In that 
case the Court held that the act did not 
on its face violate the establishment 
clause. 

As a matter of fact, the Dole bill as 
it is currently constituted here and is 
before the Senate, has special protec
tions in it-protections against pros
elytiza tion, protections for individuals 
so if they are offended by having to go 
to a religious organization to receive a 
benefit, that the benefit can be pro
vided in another setting rather than in 
the setting of the religious organiza
tion. 

It also provides protections for the 
churches so that the churches can 
know they do not lose their ability to 
hire of like faith, and be associated 
with employees whose belief and char
acter is consistent with the values for 
which the institution stands. 

What we have here is an amendment 
which seeks to carve out a special cat
egory for welfare reform which does 
not exist in other parts of the laws. 

The report to the Congress of the ref
ugee resettlement program provides a 
list of dozens of organizations which 
receive help including churches, help 
that they pass on to the refugees with
out this kind of problem. There has not 
been a great problem in any respect, as 
a matter of fact, with the alleged un
cons ti tu ti onali ty. 

So we have a situation where we have 
those institutions in our culture and 
society with the very best track record 
of solving the problems of the welfare 
puzzle. We will say to them, you have 
to go to the added expense, you have to 
form a separate organization, you will 
have to lose some of the protections 
you have as a church, your ability to 
hire people that have values consistent 
with yours, that have a belief structure 
that is consistent with yours, you will 
have to forfeit all that in order to have 
this opportunity to participate in solv
ing this problem which you have prob
ably been working pretty aggressively 
to solve on your own. We would be well 
served as a Nation if these institutions 
would help us in the solution of this 
problem. 

I think that is the challenge which is 
before the Senate. The question is 
whether or not we will continue to 
throw barriers in the path of the orga
nizations which can help us substan
tially in solving this problem. 



24848 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1995 
Now, we have tried the singular 

Washington one-size-fits-all remedy for 
a long time in welfare. We have seen 
what happens. We have watched the 
roles of those in poverty swell. We have 
watched the percentage of children in 
poverty in our country grow. 

So when it comes time to try and ex
tend ourselves to find a real solution to 
this problem and to borrow some of the 
solutions that the refugee resettlement 
program has used and to borrow some 
of the solutions to the problem that 
have been found in other recent legisla
tion like the Adolescent Family Life 
Act, all of a sudden we hear the old 
bugaboos about needing to have special 
requirements for the religious organi
zations. Requirements that will make 
them second-class citizens, that will 
force them to go through the burden of 
setting up separate organizations. 

Those who proposed the amendment 
and support it indicate there will be a 
tremendous fear on the part of agencies 
who might otherwise contract with the 
separate organizations. 

Nothing in this bill would stop a reli
gious organization from setting up a 

·separate organization. Nothing would 
prohibit it. Nothing would change its 
option. 

The only real mandate that we have 
in the Dole bill is that churches would 
be placed on a level playing field with 
other non-governmental institutions, 
that we would stop tossing barriers and 
prejudicial conditions in the paths of 
the religious institutions that wanted 
to help. 

I need to try and make it as clear as 
I possibly can that I cannot endow the 
churches with rights to do things that 
they do not have a right to do under 
the Constitution, and neither can this 
body. I would not want to. 

I believe that the States should not 
support the church, that the church 
should be separate from the State. But 
I believe that when organizations in
cluding religious organizations have 
the track record of helping move peo
ple from welfare to work, from indo
lence to industry, from a situation 
where they are kept in poverty to a sit
ua tion where they have independence, I 
think for us to place undue burdens in 
their pathway is unfair, and not only is 
it unfair but it is inappropriate. 

Why we should single out the com
munity of faith in the United States of 
America and say that for that commu
nity there are special requirements 
that do not inure to other individuals 
in other parts of our culture and · say 
they are second-class citizens and they 
are ineligible, is beyond me. 

The courts have not said so. Previous 
enactments of the Senate have not said 
so, whether you are talking about the 
refugee resettlement program or 
whether you are talking about the Ad
olescent Family Life Act. 

In previous efforts to deal with prob
lems like this, the Congress in the 

Stewart P. McKinney Homeless Assist
ance Act sought to provide emergency 
shelter grant programs that would 
allow those programs to go to religious 
nonprofit organizations. 

What we really ask for is that there 
be a level playing field here, not for the 
benefit of the organizations but for the 
benefit of a country that desperately 
needs help in breaking the cycle of de
pendence, breaking the cycle of pov
erty, and helping people move out of 
that welfare setting into a setting of 
work and industry. 

I think it is inappropriate to place 
between those organizations and the 
opportunity to participate barriers 
which will slow their ability rather 
than grow their ability to be a part of 
the solution. 

I think we need to emulate programs 
that can be found in virtually every 
city in America, programs which now 
are totally distinct and separate. Obvi
ously, many of them fear involvement 
with governmental entities. We need to 
invite them to the table, not to pros
elytize, but to say we are interested in 
having their help. 

The Dole bill guarantees that no one 
is to be proselytized. It guarantees that 
no one can be forced to confess or oth
erwise subscribe to a faith to get a ben
efit. It says that no money can be used 
for purposes of propagating the faith. 
It says churches, however, do not have 
to become sterile institutions that are 
nameless and faithless. The Salvation 
Army would not have to take the word 
"salvation" out of its title in order to 
participate in the program. It would 
not have to hire people whose beliefs 
and whose value structure are a threat 
to the character and the doctrine of 
the Salvation Army itself. 

I believe that the bill as it stands is 
an invitation for help. It is an invita
tion which does not threaten the reli
gious liberties of individuals. It does 
not prohibit churches or other non
governmental religious organizations 
that are nonprofit from setting up sep
arate organizations. But it simply 
would not allow the Government to im
pose upon them a requirement which is 
imposed upon no other organization, no 
other set of institutions in this coun
try. 

It does not label religious organiza
tions who come to the table as partici
pants for reconciliation and resolution 
of the welfare problem as second-class 
citizens, but it does say there are lim
its to what they can do. 

It requires that they keep an ac
counting of the funds they receive from 
the Government. It requires that they 
follow and observe rules of how the 
funding must be spent. But it protects 
them from an invasive Government 
which might otherwise improperly seek 
to influence their belief structure or 
the way in which they conduct worship 
or engage in their activities. 

The Dole bill on this matter is a bal
anced bill. To require or to promote 

the reqmrmg of an additional hurdle 
over which these religious organiza
tions would have to go when that is not 
required for anyone else would be 
manifestly unfair, and in my judgment 
it would be counterproductive. 

I want to indicate that I do not have 
any objection to the first amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Maine to 
add to the bill the language that we 
will operate in a way that is consistent 
with the establishment clause of the 
Constitution of the United States. 
That is fine with me. When I took my 
oath, in every job that I have had for 
quite some time, I have sworn to up
hold the Constitution, and I think that 
is part and parcel of what we do here. 
And I have no objection to that. I 
would be happy to agree to that. Since 
this item has been separated, we might 
avoid a vote on that. 

But on the second item, I urge my 
colleagues not to place in the path of 
well-meaning religious, nonprofit orga
nizations the requirement that there 
be the opportunity for States to have 
them go over major hurdles and ex
penses and forfeit opportunities to pro
tect the organization from improper in
trusion by Government by accepting 
this amendment. So I oppose this 
amendment and urge my colleagues to 
oppose the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Madam President, I rise 
to support the statements made by the 
Senator from Missouri with some re
luctance, because I understand the 
Senator from Maine is essentially at
tempting to accomplish the same end 
as the Senator from Missouri, coming 
at it from different sides of the equa
tion. 

He spoke earlier about the extraor
dinary importance and effectiveness of 
the role of religious organizations and 
faith-based organizations in dealing 
with questions of welfare, poverty alle
viation, poverty prevention and some 
of the social dislocations that exist in 
our country. Clearly, an examination, 
or even a cursory analysis of the effec
tiveness of those programs vis-a-vis 
Government programs, shows an ex
traordinary gap between the two. The 
religious organizations' programs have 
elements of care, elements of lower 
cost, elements of effectiveness that 
Government programs simply have not 
been able to match. So I think all of us 
recognize that and want to encourage 
their role in dealing with some of these 
seemingly intractable social problems. 

I, like the Senator from Missouri, 
certainly have no problem with the 
first half of the amendment of the Sen
ator from Maine regarding the estab
lishment clause. I think that is proper. 

But, as to the provision which re
moves the prohibition against States 
requiring the establishment of sepa
rate, nonsectarian operations by reli
gious organizations, I think clearly-
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while the intent of the Senator from 
Maine is not to have unwanted State 
discrimination against those institu
tions, that very likely could be the re
sult. The practical effect of all of that 
is, I believe, going to discourage, if not 
eliminate, most of the organizations 
from participating in these programs. 

It is the ability to bring some sem
blance of their sectarian nature to ad
dressing the problem that results in 
the effectiveness of dealing with the 
problem. To remove that and subject 
them to what may be a discrimina
tory-at least a test of absolute separa
tion from the very basis underlying 
their program, I think defeats the pro
gram. 

For that reason I urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment of the Sen
a tor from Missouri and oppose the 
amendment of the Senator from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, let 
me offer a few more comments. I do not 
know that any other Members are com
ing to the floor to debate this issue or 
whether we should move to a vote rel
atively soon. I have not had any re
quests for further debate on this side. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, if 
I may, I do not see any Senators seek
ing recognition, nor have I been told of 
any. 

We have no requests for speakers on 
this side. 

Mr. COHEN. Let me, then, just con
clude if I could. Then perhaps my col
league might have some other com
ments to offer. 

We are seeking essentially the same 
goal. That is, namely, to involve our 
religious organizations in helping out 
in the distribution of funds in our wel
fare program. My concern has been 
that the first amendment may very 
well be violated if, in fact, we have re
ligious organizations-using the words, 
once again, of the Supreme Court-that 
are so permeated with sectarianism 
that the Court would find that provid
ing them with government funding vio
lates the Establishment Clause. 

I by no means have suggested that 
churches or any other religious organi
zations are second-class citizens. Quite 
to the contrary, they are first-class 
citizens and they do first-class work. 
They are great humanitarians and we 
need them desperately in the entire ef
fort in our welfare system. 

Second, they are well-meaning peo
ple. We do not want to punish well
meaning people. I come back to the Su
preme Court's language in Rosenberger 
versus University of Virginia: 

There exists an axiom in the history and 
precedent of the Establishment Clause, pub
lic funds may not be used to endorse a reli
gious message. 

So the question then becomes, would 
the atmosphere in that particular reli
gious organization be so permeated 
with sectarianism that it seeks to pro-

mote and endorse a religious message 
which would then be subject to attack 
by a lawsuit? Let me just suggest some 
of the arguments that could be raised if 
this language remains in the bill. 

First of all, under the bill, religious 
organizations are permitted to dis
criminate when hiring persons to pro
vide welfare services with Federal 
funds. Right now we allow religious or
ganizations to discriminate on the 
basis of religious affiliation when they 
hire people. We accept that. We may 
have a Catholic Church that wishes to 
hire only those of the Catholic faith. 
We may have a Jewish synagogue that 
wan ts only those of the Jewish faith; or 
Mormons, that want employees of the 
Mormon faith. 

Here, however, we go one step further 
and permit religious organizations to 
discriminate when employing persons 
to provide welfare services with Fed
eral funds. Is that going to be a disposi
tive factor? I do not know. It may be 
one factor a court would take into ac
count. We have no way of gauging that 
now. 

Under the bill, however, we go one 
step further and say we prohibit States 
from requiring religious organizations 
from establishing separate nonprofit 
public entities, another factor that 
would be argued in all likelihood. 

We require that organizations provid
ing welfare services be allowed to have 
religious symbols on their walls and 
that they not be required to remove re
ligious icons, scriptures, or symbols. 

Whether the totality of that atmos
phere would amount to a permeation of 
a sectarian message, I do not know. 
Only the court will decide. 

What seems clear to me, however, is 
that a State might very well decide not 
to contract out with such a religious 
organization in order to avoid a law
suit. No State can avoid a lawsuit-I 
think the Senator from Missouri is 
quite correct- we can do nothing short 
of a constitutional amendment, and 
even then it will be subject to a lawsuit 
for interpretation. But a State might 
very well be reluctant to draw in reli
gious organizations under these cir
cumstances. 

So I suggest to my colleagues, one 
way to avoid the very thing that we are 
professing we want most-that is, to 
draw more people in, to draw the orga
nizations in-is to push them away by 
virtue of the language contained in the 
Dole bill. So we have the same objec
tive. 

I simply point out, in the Bowen ver
sus Kendrick, which both of us have 
cited, the Court noted that even when 
the statute appears to be neutral on its 
face: 

We have always been careful to ensure that 
direct government aid to religiously affili
ated institutions does not have a primary ef
fect of advancing religion. One way in which 
direct government aid might have that effect 
is if the aid flows to institutions that are 
"pervasively sectarian." 

I might point out that the court, in 
ruling in this case, upheld the facial 
validity of the statute. The Justices 
then sent it back down to the trial 
court to see if in application the funds 
were distributed in an unconstitutional 
manner. 

So we had the very situation which 
we are likely to see replicated time and 
time again in the future. One way to 
avoid that situation is to strike section 
102(d)(2)(B). 

So I want to commend my colleague 
from Missouri. I think that he and I 
have the same objective. He believes 
that by leaving that language in, it 
will certainly not discriminate against 
the institutions, and that is correct. 
My view is it will, in fact, cause the 
State to discriminate in an adverse 
way, and that is not to contract with 
those various institutions which we 
want to be part of the system. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, as we 
prepare to vote, may I just hold the 
Senate for just a moment to read a pas
sage from the message to the legisla
ture by Gov. William H. Seward in New 
York State in 1840. Governor Seward 
went on to a distinguished career here 
in Washington, and we have Alaska, 
among other things, to thank him for. 

He said: 
The children of foreigners, found in great 

numbers in our populous cities and towns, 
and in the vicinity of our public works, are 
too often deprived of the advantages of our 
system of public education, in consequence 
of prejudices arising from difference of lan
guage or religion. It ought never to be for
gotten that the public welfare is as deeply 
concerned in their education as in that of 
our own children. I do not hesitate, there
fore, to recommend the establishment of 
schools in which they may be instructed by 
teachers speaking the same language with 
themselves and professing the same faith. 

Governor Seward was from Auburn, 
NY, far away from those foreigners, 
and, as a matter of fact, if you would 
like to know the fact, those were Irish. 
And they did not speak English. They 
spoke Gaelic. But the idea that they 
had a right to public school was very 
clear to people, and very close to the 
Constitution. 

Just for purposes of innocent merri
ment and the possible instruction of 
the Honorable Justices of the Court, I 
would like to ask unanimous consent 
that, and a few succeeding paragraphs, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

This situation prompted the Whig Gov
ernor William H. Seward to make this pro
posal to the legislature in his message for 
1840: 

"The children of foreigners, found in great 
numbers in our populous cities and towns, 
and in the vicinity of our public works, are 
too often deprived of the advantages of our 
system of public education, in consequence 
of prejudices arising from difference of lan
guage or religion. It ought never to be for
gotten that the public welfare is as deeply 
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concerned in their education as in that of 
our own children. I do not hesitate, there
fore, to recommend the establishment of 
schools in which they may be instructed by 
teachers speaking the same language with 
themselves and professing the same faith." 

Instead of waiting for the rural, upstate 
legislature to ponder and act upon this pro
posal of an upstate Whig governor, the 
Catholics in the city immediately began 
clamoring for a share of public education 
funds. 44 The Common Council declined on 
grounds that this would be unconstitutional. 
In October, 1840, the Bishop himself appeared 
before the Council, even offering to place the 
parochial schools under the supervision of 
the Public School Society in return for pub
lic aid. When he was turned down, tempers 
began to rise. 

In April, 1841, Seward's Secretary of State 
John C. Spencer, ex officio superintendent of 
public schools, submitted a report on the 
issue to the State Senate. This was a state 
paper of the first quality, drafted by an au
thority on the laws of New York State (who 
was also de Tocqueville's American editor). 
Spencer began by assuming the essential jus
tice of the Catholic request for aid to their 
schools: 

"It can scarcely be necessary to say that 
the founders of these schools, and those who 
wish to establish others, have absolute 
rights to the benefits of a common burthen; 
and that any system which deprives them of 
their just share in the application of a com
mon and public fund, must be justified, if at 
all, by a necessity which demands the sac
rifice of individual rights, for the accom
plishment of a social benefit of paramount 
importance. It is presumed no such necessity 
can be urged in the present instance." 

To those who feared use of public funds for 
sectarian purposes, Spencer replied that all 
instruction is in some ways sectarian: "No 
books can be found, no reading lessons can 
be selected, which do not contain more or 
less of some principles of religious faith, ei
ther directly avowed, or indirectly as
sumed." The activities of the Public School 
Society were no exception to this rule: 
"Even the moderate degree of religious in
struction which the Public School Society 
imparts, must therefore be sectarian; that is, 
it must favor one set of opinions in opposi
tion to another, or others; and it is believed 
that this always will be the result, in any 
course of education that the wit of man can 
devise." As for avoiding sectarianism by 
abolishing religious instruction altogether, 
"On the contrary, it would be in itself sec
tarian; because it would be consonant to the 
views of a peculiar class, and opposed to the 
opinions of other classes." 

Spencer proposed to take advantage of the 
diversity of opinion by a form of local op
tion. He suggested that the direction of the 
New York City school system be turned over 
to a board of elected school commissioners 
which would establish and maintain general 
standards, while leaving religious matters to 
the trustees of the individual schools, the as
sumption being that those sectarians who so 
wished would proceed to establish their own 
schools. 

"A rivalry may, and probably will, be pro
duced between them, to increase the number 
of pupils. As an essential means to such an 
object, there will be a constant effort to im
prove the schools, in the mode and degree of 
instruction, and in the qualification of the 
teachers. Thus, not only will the number of 
children brought into the schools be incal
culably augmented, but the competition an
ticipated will produce its usual effect of 

proving the very best material to satisfy the 
public demand. These advantages will more 
than compensate for any possible evils that 
may be apprehended from having schools 
adapted to the feelings and views of the dif
ferent denominations." 

The legislature put off immediate action 
on Spencer's report. But Catholics grew im
patient. When neither party endorsed the 
proposal in the political campaign that fall, 
Bishop Hughes made the calamitous mis
take-four days before the election-of en
tering a slate of his own candidates for the 
legislature. Protestants were horrified. 
James G. Bennett in the New York Herald 
declared the Bishop was trying "to organize 
the Irish Catholics of New York as a district 
party, that could be given to the Whigs or 
Locofocos at the wave of his crozier." The 
Carroll Hall candidates, as they were known, 
polled just enough votes to put an end to fur
ther discussion of using public funds to help 
Catholics become more active citizens. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, if I 

might for a moment say a few words to 
close to state my support for the Dole 
bill as it exists rather than as it has 
been proposed to be amended, I thank 
the Sena tor from Maine for endorsing 
the concept of widening and broadening 
the groups of individuals in the culture 
who will help us solve the welfare prob
lem. But to elevate the States to the 
place of a judicial entity which seeks 
to determine whether or not there has 
to be a separate structure in place in 
order to avoid first amendment prob
lems I think is a compound misunder
standing. 

First of all, it is a misunderstanding 
to think that the States could make a 
difference. The truth of the matter is 
whether or not you violate the first 
amendment cannot be determined by 
the State. The State can cause addi
tional expense, or can place barriers in 
the roadway for religious institutions, 
but it cannot provide any kind of guar
antee that there will not be a lawsuit. 

Second, it is well settled law. I am 
talking about the modern law, and I 
thank the senior Senator from New 
York for his comments about the rela
tionship between our States and fund
ing for social services, and other types 
of services. But it is well settled mod
ern law that the test of whether or not 
there is an infringement of the estab
lishment clause is not a test of struc
ture. The test is the test of activity, 
and a test of administration. 

If you had a totally sectarian organi
zation which was using government 
funds to meet public purposes, it is 
clear that religious institutions, ac
cording to the case of Bowen versus 
Kendrick-that is the 1988 case of the 
U.S. Supreme Court-religious institu
tions are not disabled by the establish
ment clause from participating in pub
licly sponsored social welfare pro
grams. You could have a totally secu
lar organization, a private, even busi
ness, corporation endowed by funds 
from the Federal Government, and, if 
its activities were to somehow impose 

religion using those funds, it would be 
an affront to the Constitution. 

Recognizing that it was the activities 
that could potentially offend the Con
stitution, and not the structure that 
could potentially offend the Constitu
tion, the Dole bill was carefully drawn 
so as to prohibit offensive activities 
and to allow the religious organiza
tions to maintain their structure. We 
do not want religious organizations to 
have to change their character. We do 
not want them to have to belie what 
they are. We do not want them to have 
to participate in hiring practices and 
other difficult situations which are in
consistent with their belief structure. 
We want their help but we do not want 
them to use public funds in achieving 
religious purposes. 

So the Dole bill has clear language 
which goes to the heart of the relevant 
facts of activity, not of structure, and 
it makes it clear that, since structure 
is not really important, this barrier of 
expense and intimidation which would 
stop some from participating and com
ing to the table to participate in a full 
range of these activities should not be 
mandated or allowed to be required by 
the States. 

It is with that in mind that we seek 
to enlarge the community of care in 
America, and we seek to enlarge it in a 
way which will bring in individuals 
who can really make a difference. 

I pointed out earlier that we had the 
refugee resettlement program which 
has specific authority to deal with reli
gious organization&--and, as a matter 
of fact, has been operating that way
so that we have a test. We already have 
organizations. As a matter of fact, I be
lieve most of the Members who are in 
this Chamber now who were in this 
Chamber in 1980 voted for this program 
without these special provisions. 

It is interesting to me that in the 
closing days of the Bush administra
tion they made a proposal, as a part of 
their service to this country, which 
recommended exactly what we have 
asked be done; that is, that we enlarge 
the group of individuals who are capa
ble of assisting by inviting religious or
ganizations, not to proselytize, not to 
promote their religion but to partici
pate when their activities ~.re charac
terized by the public purpose. And the 
Supreme Court of the U.S. has explic
itly indicated that it is not structure 
but it is, in fact, purpose, and it is, in 
fact, activity which determines. 

I just add that the Bowen case in 
that matter indicated that when the 
activities were specific and public pur
pose in nature-and they were defined 
clearly enough so that there could be 
an assessment of those activities and 
an evaluation of them by the State
that was the real test which decided 
whether or not there was an improper 
intermixing of church and state that 
would be in violation of the first 
amendment. 
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Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Indeed, I am happy 

to yield. 
Mr. COHEN. The Senator has on at 

least two occasions indicated the Dole 
legislation as currently written pro
hibits proselytizing. I have been look
ing at the language. I could not find it. 
Perhaps the Senator could direct it to 
my attention, the specific prohibition. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I refer to line 7, sec
tion 103-no funds used for programs 
established or modified under this act 
shall be expended for sectarian worship 
or instruction. 

Mr. COHEN. The word proselytizing, 
I was looking for the word. I have not 
found it. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. If I spoke to use 
proselytization, the word to my under
standing does not actually appear-the 
provision just prohibits using funds for 
purposes of sectarian worship or in
struction. I do not think that it would 
obviously allow proselytizing. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. It is with this in 

mind that I urge the defeat of the 
Cohen amendment. 

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, I be
lieve we can dispose of part one of the 
amendment simply by voice vote, and 
then ask for the yeas and nays on the 
second part. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That is quite agree
able, Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2586, division I. 

So division I of the amendment (No. 
2586) was agreed to. 

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on part 2 of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2586, division II. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 59, 
nays 41, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cohen 

[Rollcall Vote No. 421 Leg.] 
YEAS-59 

Conrad 
Dasch le 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 

Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pryor 

Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sar banes 
Simon 
Simpson 

NAYS-41 
Abraham Gorton 
Ashcroft Gramm 
Bennett Grams 
Bond Grassley 
Burns Gregg 
Coats Hatch 
Cochran Hatfield 
Coverdell Helms 
Craig Hutchison 
D'Amato Inhofe 
De Wine Kempthorne 
Dole Kyl 
Faircloth Lieberman 
Frist Lott 

Sn owe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Wells tone 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Smith 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So the amendment (No. 2586), divi
sion II, was agreed to. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have an 

amendment that simply contains some 
technical corrections to an earlier 
amendment that I had tossed in. I 
would like to offer this amendment at 
this point. There is a pending amend
ment, however, is that correct, or is 
that not correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tech
nically, all of the amendments are now 
pending. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be set aside so that I may 
offer this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2681 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280 

(Purpose: To provide grants for the estab
lishment of community works progress 
programs) 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I send the 

.amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], for 

himself and Mr. REID, proposes an amend
ment numbered 2681 to amendment No. 2280. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print
ed in today's RECORD under "Amend
ments Submitted.") 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I see the 
distinguished majority leader here. I 
wonder if we can get a little progress 
report or an expectation report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that we are making 
progress. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. DOLE. I have been talking to the 

distinguished Democratic leader 
throughout the day. We believe there 
are about four or five areas if we can 
reach some agreement on we might 
wrap this bill up fairly quickly. I think 
they are discussing it. Staff is in my 
office now. I have not had a chance to 
get back to the Democratic leader. 

Hopefully, what we might be able to 
do tonight, if Senators WELLSTONE, 
FAIRCLOTH, CONRAD, a Republican 
amendment and then Senator DORGAN 
can offer their amendments tonight. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. And Senator EXON. 
Mr. DOLE. We could stack those 

votes starting at 10 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. Debate the amendments to
night, have the vote starting at 10 to
morrow morning, if we can work it out. 
If not, we will just have to stay here 
tonight and vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I would like to add 
Senator EXON. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2680 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to call up amend
ment 2680 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro

poses an amendment numbered 2680. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995 edi
tion of the RECORD.) 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under
stand the managers of the bill will ac
cept this amendment. I will just take a 
very few minutes to describe it. 

Mr. President, this amendment clear
ly expresses the sense of the Senate 
that any legislation we enact-what
ever the final outcome of the welfare 
reform bill may be-should not elimi
nate or weaken the present competi
tive bidding requirements in any pro
gram using Federal funds to purchase 
infant formula. 

This amendment does not impose any 
new requirements, but it says that 
whatever the outcome on this legisla
tion, whenever Federal dollars are in
volved in purchasing infant formula, 
competitive bidding should be required 
in the same manner that it is now. 
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The reason I am concerned is that 

the House of Representatives has 
passed legislation that would create a 
new block grant encompassing the cur
rent WIC Program. But that bill does 
not require the States to use competi
tive bidding or equivalent cost contain
ment, which is presently required for 
purchasing infant formula in the WIC 
Program. 

WIC competitive bidding benefits two 
classes of people. It allows more people 
to be helped by WIC with the limited 
amount of money available. WIC still 
does not reach all eligible people, so 
savings allow more pregnant women, 
infants, and children to be served. And 
competitive bidding saves taxpayers' 
money because less spending is needed 
to achieve the objectives of WIC. 

I must say at the outset, Mr. Presi
dent, for the record, I personally do not 
favor converting WIC into a block 
grant or drastically changing it. WIC 
has been one of our most successful ef
forts to improve the nutrition and 
heal th of children. 

Numerous studies have demonstrated 
the benefits and cost effectiveness of 
WIC. It saves money because it heads 
off a lot of problems that could be very 
costly. That is my own personal view. 

Whatever may happen with respect 
to the WIC program, I strongly believe 
that we in Congress have a responsibil
ity to prevent outright waste and 
squandering of Federal dollars. That is 
likely to result if we abandon the com
petitive bidding requirement. 

The case for competitive bidding is 
too clear to ignore. Rebates obtained 
through competitive bidding for infant 
formula have reduced the cost of infant 
formula for WIC participants by ap
proximately $4.1 billion through the 
end of fiscal year 1994, allowing mil
lions of additional pregnant women, in
fants, and children to achieve better 
nutrition and health through the lim
ited WIC funds available. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
estimated that in fiscal year 1995, re
bates obtained through competitive 
bidding for infant formula will total 
over $1 billion, which will enable WIC 
to serve approximately 1.6 million ad
ditional women, infants and children. 
For my State of Iowa, the fiscal year 
1995 rebate savings will be about $7.8 
million, allowing an estimated 12, 734 
more people to be served without one 
additional dime of cost to the tax
payers. 

Mr. President, I worked very hard to 
include the provision in the 1987 Com
modity Distribution Reform Act that 
allowed States to keep a portion of the 
savings they achieved through com
petitive bidding. 

Without that provision, they could 
not have used those savings to serve 
more people. The money would have 
come back to Washington, DC. The 
chairman of the Agriculture Commit
tee, Chairman LEAHY and I, worked 

closely together to get that legislation 
passed. In 1989, I introduced the Child 
Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization 
Act, which included a requirement to 
use competitive bidding or equally ef
fective cost containment measures for 
purchasing WIC infant formula, and 
again worked closely with Chairman 
LEAHY in gaining its enactment. 

All of the studies and the experience 
we have had since that time show that 
we have indeed saved a lot of money 
through competitive bidding, and we 
have served a lot more people. It has 
been one of our most successful pro
grams, as I said. 

Mr. President, earlier this year, on 
February 28, 1995, there was an article 
in the Wall Street Journal. The head
line says "Four Drug Firms Could Gain 
$1 Billion Under GOP Nutrition-Pro
gram Revision." What the headline re
ferred to was doing away with the com
petitive bidding requirement in legisla
tion before the House of Representa
tives. 

I ask unanimous consent this article 
appear at the end of my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit No. 1) 
Mr. HARKIN. Just to repeat, this 

amendment is a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution stating that whatever we do 
here we will continue to have competi
tive bidding in the purchase of infant 
formula using Federal funds. 

I thank the managers of the bill. I 
thank Senator DOLE for his support 
and his willingness to accept this 
amendment. 

EXHIBIT 
[From the Wall Street Journal, February 28, 

1995] 
FOUR DRUG FmMS COULD GAIN $1 BILLION 

UNDER GOP NUTRITION-PROGRAM REVISION 
(By Hilary Stout) 

WASHING TON .-Four pharmaceutical com
panies stand to gain as much as a billion dol
lars under a Republican bill that overhauls 
federal nutrition programs for children and 
pregnant women. 

The companies sell infant formula to the 
Women, Infants and Children (WIC) program, 
a federal initiative that provides formula as 
well as milk, beans, rice and other nutritious 
foods to poor children and to pregnant and 
breast-feeding women. Since 1989 the compa
nies have been required by law to enter into 
a competitive bidding process in order to sell 
formula· to WIC, resulting in rebates to the 
government that are expected to reach $1.1 
billion this year. 

A bill that cleared the House Economic 
and Educational Opportunities Committee 
on a party-line vote last week would turn 
the WIC program over to states in the form 
of a "block grant," and with it repeal the 
cost-containment competitive-bidding meas
ure. An amendment to restore it was de
feated by the committee. The legislation 
now moves to the House floor for consider
ation. 

The four companies, the only domestic 
makers of infant formula-Ross Labora
tories, a unit of Abbott Laboratories; Mead 
Johnson, a unit of Bristol-Myers Squibb Co.; 
Wyeth-Ayerst, a unit of American Home 

Products Corp.; and Carnation Co., a U.S. 
subsidiary of the Swiss conglomerate Nestle 
SA-fought the competitive-bidding measure 
fiercely when it came before Congress in the 
late 1980s. Until then, they were collecting 
retail prices for the infant formula they sold 
to WIC. 

Sen. Patrick Leahy of Vermont, the senior 
Democrat on the Senate Agriculture Com
mittee and the lawmaker who led the effort 
to enact the cost-containment measures, 
threatened to filibuster the bill yesterday if 
it reaches the Senate. "It is really obscene," 
Sen. Leahy said. "The most conservative of 
people should, if being truthful, like the 
competitive bidding. . . . It's just rank hy
pocrisy." . 

If the bill reaches the Senate floor, Sen. 
Leahy continued, "I've spent 20 years build
ing bipartisan coalitions and working on nu
trition programs. If it's necessary to discuss 
my whole 20 years' worth of experience in 
real time, I'll do it." 

In 1993, the latest year for which figures 
are available, the WIC program spent $1.46 
billion in infant formula but received $935 
million in rebates. That cut the overall cost 
of providing formula to $525 million, nearly a 
two-thirds reduction. Moreover, the states, 
which administer the program, were allowed 
to use the rebates to add more people to the 
WIC program. 

The action on WIC comes as a liberal-lean
ing research group, the Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities, released a study question
ing the continuing effectiveness of some of 
the infant-formula rebates. The center's 
analysis found that in the last year, despite 
the cost-containment requirements, the cost 
of infant formula purchased through WIC has 
almost doubled in many states. 

Since last March, the study said, 17 state 
WIC programs have signed rebate contracts 
with at least one of the major formula manu
facturers. Under those agreements, the aver
age net cost of a 13-ounce can of con
centrated infant formula was 60 cents com
pared with a 32-cent average price under re
bate contracts signed during the previous 15 
months, the study said. 

The Federal Trade Commission has been 
investigating the infant formula makers' re
bate and pricing practices, and at least one 
state, Florida, has filed suit against the 
manufacturers. 

Mr. DOLE. We are prepared to accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. We are prepared to 
accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2680) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to recon
sider the vote. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2545 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I will get a 
unanimous-consent agreement now 
that it has been cleared on each side. 

In the meantime, what is the status 
of amendment 2545 offered by the Sen
ator from Iowa-the other amendment, 
numbered 2545? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 
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Mr. DOLE. I would be prepared to ac

cept that amendment No. 2545 if we vi
tiate the yeas and nays and have no 
discussions. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the leader will yield, 
that is very acceptable. I appreciate 
that very much. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask the yeas and nays be 
vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2545) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent the following amend
ments be in order tonight, in the fol
lowing sequence, and that following 
the conclusion of all debate, the Senate 
proceed to votes on or in relation to 
each amendment at 10 a.m., in the 
order in which they were debated, that 
there be 10 minutes of debate equally 
divided in the usual form before the 
first vote and the debate between the 
remaining stacked votes be limited to 
10 minutes equally divided in the usual 
form, and all votes in the voting se
quence after the first vote be limited to 
the 10 minutes: Wellstone, 2584; 
Faircloth, 2609; Conrad, 2528; Jeffords, 
2581; Dorgan 2535; McCain 2589; Exon 
2525; Nickles 2556. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right 
to object, I ask the majority leader if 
we could add as the next amendment 
an amendment by Senator DODD, which 
may or may not be offered? But he 
would like to be added to the list. Obvi
ously, it will be subject to our ongoing 
negotiation. But if we could add Sen
ator DODD? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. To the list for to
night? 

Mr. DASCHLE. To the list for to
night. 

Mr. DOLE. I have no objection to 
that. That would follow disposition of 
the Nickles amendment, which is the 
last one on this list, if we do not have 
some agreement by then. But I would 
not be able to enter into a time agree
ment. 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is right, and I 
do not know that Senator DODD will 
even be interested in offering the 
amendment, but it was at his request 
that we add his name. I think that 
would satisfy the needs on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
majority leader modify the request? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes, I modify my request, 
if in fact the Senator from Connecti
cut, Senator DODD, wishes to offer an 
amendment, he be recognized following 

the disposition of the Nickles amend
ment No. 2556. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modified request? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, my view is 
we are trying to reach an agreement on 
about four major issues. Hopefully, we 
will have that determined by the time 
we complete voting on these tomorrow. 
If, in fact, we can reach an agreement, 
I hope all the other amendments would 
go away, at least nearly every other 
amendment go away. If we cannot 
reach agreement, then we would have a 
cloture vote sometime tomorrow after 
consultation with the Democratic lead
er. 

It is still my hope to dispose of this 
bill tomorrow night because we have 
six appropriations bills to do. We would 
like to start appropriations bills on 
Friday and then complete action on 
the appropriations bills on the 30th of 
September. If we can do that, there 
may be an opportunity for us to have a 
week's recess. 

So I hope all of our colleagues would 
help us on the appropriations bills. To 
get to the appropriations bills, we have 
to finish welfare reform, and we are 
only going to have one cloture vote. If 
we do not get cloture, that is it. It will 
go in the reconciliation and all these 
amendments that are pending will be 
pending forever, I guess. 

In any event, there will be no more 
votes tonight and the votes will start 
at 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 2584 on be
half of myself and Sena tor MURRAY. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2584 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has called up amendment No. 2584, 
which is the pending question. 

The Senator from Minnesota is rec
ognized. 

If the Senator will suspend a mo
ment? If those Members who are hav
ing discussions in the aisle could please 
retire to the cloakroom? 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair for gaining order in 
the Chamber. 

Mr. President, I will speak for a 
while and then I really would like to 
defer to my colleague from Washing
ton, Senator MURRAY. Then I will com
plete my remarks. 

Mr. President, could I have order in 
the Chamber, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those 
Members who are still in the aisle, 
please retire to the cloakroom so the 
Senator may be heard. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

last year the Congress made a commit
men t to fight the epidemic of violence 
against women and children when we 
passed the historic Violence Against 

Women Act. This commitment must 
not be forgotten as we debate welfare 
reform. Yet, the bill that we have be
fore us does not contemplate even for 1 
minute that many women are on wel
fare because they have escaped vio
lence in their homes. Some of the stud
ies that have been done show that as 
many as 60 percent of welfare mothers 
are women who were battered, women 
who have left a very dangerous home. 

The last thing we want to do is force 
those women back into those homes. 
For many of these women, welfare is 
the only alternative, for some support 
it is the only alternative, for some pub
lic financial support for themselves 
and their children is the only alter
na ti veto a very dangerous home. 

Domestic violence is one of the most 
serious issues our country faces. I wish 
I did not have to say that on the floor 
of the Senate, but it is the case. It 
knows no borders, neither race, gender, 
geography nor economic status shields 
someone from domestic violence. 

Every 15 seconds a woman is beaten 
by a husband or a boyfriend every 15 
seconds. Over 4,000 women are killed 
every year by their abuser. Every 6 
minutes a woman is forcibly raped. The 
majority of men who batter women 
also batter their children. A survey 
conducted in 1992, Mr. President, found 
that more than half of battered women 
stayed with their batterer because they 
did not feel they could support them
selves or their children. We do not 
want to put women in a situation 
where they have to stay in an unsafe 
home where their lives are in jeopardy, 
where their children's lives are in jeop
ardy because of a piece of legislation 
we passed. 

Mr. President, this amendment al
lows an exemption for women who 
come out of these kinds of homes who 
have had to deal with this kind of 
physical violence, and it allows States 
to exempt people who have been bat
tered-it could be a man; usually it is 
a woman-or subjected to extreme cru
elty from the strict new rules that we 
have within the welfare system with
out being penalized for meeting the 
participation rate. 

Mr. President, this amendment al
lows States to modify or to exempt 
women from some of the requirements 
in this bill. Monica Seles, the tennis 
player who was stabbed took 2 years 
before she could get back to playing 
tennis. Just imagine what it would be 
like for a woman who had been beaten 
over and over and over and over again 
and finally left that home with her 
children. How long does it take her to 
mend? Do we want to say she has to 
work or she is out? Two years and she 
is out? It may take a longer period of 
time. 

This amendment says we ought to es
tablish at the national level some over
all standards so that States will ex
empt from some of the provisions of 
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this piece of legislation women and 
children who come out of these cir
cumstances. 

Mr. President, the term "battered" 
or subjected to "extreme cruelty" in
cludes physical acts, sexual abuse, ne
glect or deprivation of medical care, 
and extreme mental abuse. But we 
leave it up to the States to define those 
terms. But what we are saying is this is 
an epidemic. We made a commitment 
last year. We do not want to force a 
woman and her children because of 
their economic circumstances back 
into a brutal situation, back into a 
home which is not a safe home, but a 
very dangerous home. We have to pro
vide some protection. That is the rea
son for this general guideline that we 
establish at the national level and then 
allow States to go forward. And it is 
extremely important that States be al
lowed to do so. Otherwise, they will be 
penalized for not reaching their em
ployment goal. 

Right now a State has no incentive 
to exempt a mother who is faced with 
these kinds of conditions because that 
State is trying to meet that work par
ticipation rate. 

This amendment says States ought 
to be allowed that exemption or modi
fying it. For example, maybe a mother 
can meet the 2-year requirement. 
Maybe she cannot. 

It is shocking, I say to my col
leagues, because they go into a job 
training program they have trouble 
with their abuser. So maybe she cannot 
do that or maybe she can. Maybe the 5-
year requirement does not work. We 
are talking about women and children 
who have lived through, if they are 
lucky enough, to have lived through 
nightmare circumstances. 

So I certainly hope the Senate will 
have the compassion, and the Senate 
will have the commitment to women 
and children to allow this very, very 
important amendment to pass with 
this very important exemption. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am 

very proud to join my colleague from 
Minnesota, Senator WELLSTONE, in of
fering this extremely important 
amendment. And I commend him on 
his very eloquent statement and appre
ciate his work on this very difficult 
and very important issue of battered 
individuals. He has committed a lot of 
time and energy to that. I want him to 
know how much I appreciate that. 

We all know that America's poor face 
many obstacles as they try to get back 
on their feet and become productive, 
contributing members of our society. 
However, the women who have been 
victims of abuse and the children, 
frankly, who have witnessed this 
abuse, or were abused victims them
selves, have even more barriers which 

impede their ability to move on and 
move up. 

I would hope that this Senate steps 
back from the rhetoric of the past few 
days and the technical terms that we 
are using, and think for a few minutes 
about some of the people that this wel
fare reform bill is going to very di
rectly affect as we pass it, in particular 
battered women and children. 

These abused women and children 
have lasting scars that will take many 
years to heal, and they are often forced 
to live in fear that their abuser will 
find them and hurt them once again. 

This amendment is important be
cause we must recognize that women 
on public assistance who were battered 
confront unique obstacles and cir
cumstances as they make the very dif
ficult move from dependency to self
sufficiency. As we attempt to fix our 
troubled welfare system and help re
build America's families, let us not 
make it harder for these women and 
their kids to get ahead and put there 
troubled past behind them. 

Domestic violence and the impact 
that it makes on those who suffer this 
abuse is a very real and a very serious 
problem. In my State, a survey of 
women on public assistance found that 
over half reported being physically 
abused by a spouse or a boyfriend. 

Throughout this debate on welfare, I 
have come to the floor several times to 
talk about June, who is a welfare recip
ient in my State, and who is my part
ner in the Walk-a-Mile Program. That 
is a program that began in the State of 
Washington. It has gone across the 
country. That matches a welfare recip
ient with an elected legislator. We 
have talked on the phone. We have 
shared experiences. I shared mine with 
her. She has shared hers with me. So 
that we have gotten to know what it is 
like to live in each other's shoes. And 
I will tell you that hearing her story 
has really enabled me to better under
stand the everyday challenges of a 
young mother trying to make it on her 
own and to take care of two young 
kids. It has been difficult for June to 
share some of her stories with me be
cause she was in a very abusive rela
tionship. Her children witnessed their 
mother being beaten and verbally 
abused. In fact, June told me her most 
vivid memory of that time was hearing 
her frightened 3-year old daughter's 
pleading voice saying, "Daddy, are you 
going to kill my mommy? Please do 
not kill my mommy." 

That is what this woman came from. 
And I can tell you as a mother, and as 
a former preschool teacher, memories 
like that have an everlasting and dra
matic effect on the lives of children 
who experienced such pain and torment 
in addition to the emotional trauma 
that confronts both the woman who 
suffered abuse and the children who are 
exposed to it. There are many practical 
problems which prevent these women 

from succeeding that we have to con
sider as we look at this welfare debate. 

First, these women who are abused 
survivors often have problems holding 
a job. 

Second, women who have lived with a 
batterer often lack skills because their 
abuser did not allow them to go to 
work or to attend school. 

And third, a woman who has left her 
abuser often faces the extreme danger 
of being stalked. And she may not be 
able to leave her house to go to job 
training classes or to work. And the 
same woman who has finally decided 
that enough is enough may live in fear 
that her abuser will come after her and 
to get their children and to take them 
away. Do we think that this woman is 
going to be a productive worker? Do we 
think she is going to leave her kids out 
of her sight? I can tell you the answer 
is no. These are difficult problems that 
these women have to overcome. 

This amendment takes those factors 
into account and offers the flexibility 
States need to help women who have 
been abused to successfully improve 
their lives and that of their children. 

We cannot ignore these problems 
that these women will face, and we 
have to make some exceptions for 
them. Believe me, and frankly believe 
June, my Walk-a-Mile partner. It will 
be hard enough for these families to 
make it. But let us not make it impos
sible. 

As Senator WELLSTONE has so elo
quently stated, we do not want to force 
these women back into the home of 
their abuser because welfare is not 
available for them. 

I urge my colleagues to send the 
women and children of our Nation the 
right message: We care about you. We 
respect you. We want you to succeed. 

Please cast your vote in favor of this 
amendment. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I have much more 

to say, but I believe my colleague from 
North Carolina wants to speak now and 
I will wait and follow or respond to 
him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from North Carolina. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I thank the Chair. 
I call up my amendment No. 2609, and 

I ask for its immediate---
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

thought my colleague was here to de
bate my amendment. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I am sorry. I had 
an amendment. I thought the Senator 
was through. · 

Mr. WELLSTONE. No. I am sorry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN). The Senator from Minnesota 
is recognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
I apologize to my colleague from 

North Carolina. I thought he was here 
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to debate my amendment, and I did not 
want to keep him waiting. 

Mr. President, let me just read a few 
examples that I think tell the story. 
Linda Duane from Edison, NJ. 

Linda is a 38-year-old mother of five. 
Her ex-husband was a police officer. He 
was abusive toward her. In 1982, the 
abuse led her and her husband to sepa
rate. "At that time," she says, "domes
tic violence laws were not set up to 
protect women; they protected him." 
She was forced to move into her moth
er's home and she started to receive 
welfare. She had married right out of 
high school and never worked outside 
her home. When her divorce came 
through she paid back all the welfare 
payments. 

For five years she was alone and on 
her own, but she did not get any coun
seling for her previous abuse. She be
came involved in an even more abusive 
relationship~ She later separated from 
him but he continued to stalk her. He 
came to her place of employment and 
she was subsequently suspended from 
her job for a week. He hung himself the 
next week on her porch while her chil
dren were inside the house. She lost 
her job the next day because she was 
told she needed to receive mental help 
before she could return to work. She 
lost her home and ended up in a bat
tered women's shelter and again began 
to receive benefits. She is currently in 
transitional housing where she is try
ing to put her life together. She just 
finished some college classes and hopes 
to return to school this fall. 

Mr. President, another woman from 
St. Paul, MN, Fran Stark. 

Fran, who I must say is quite a suc
cess story, is currently the office man
ager for TRIO and tutor coordinator 
for Student Support Services at the 
University of Minnesota. She married 
the year after she graduated from high 
school. But after 16 years of an abusive 
relationship she divorced her husband. 
That left her with two children and 
very few job skills. She went on wel
fare. She enrolled her son in Head 
Start and became involved with parent 
training courses there. She has since 
enrolled at the University of Minnesota 
and is almost done with her course 
work to get her bachelor's degree. 

Lisa Yost from Wilmington, DE. 
Lisa is a single mother; She has been 

on welfare since her daughter was born. 
The father of her child was unemployed 
and very abusive. After 3 years she 
could not take it any more. She had 
him arrested in 1993 and went to a shel
ter. She went on welfare and started to 
take her life back. She started school 
to get her GED. She testified that, 

Without welfare I . would not be able to 
maintain my apartment or provide day care 
for my child. Food stamps help feed my fam
ily and we relied on Medicare while I am at
tending school. The abuse I suffered lowered 
my self-esteem which kept me from achiev
ing any goals for myself and my child. Heal
ing took time, counseling and a lot of effort 

from myself ... Without the financial as- have to count these victims in their 
sistance of AFDC I would not have been able calculation of participation rates. 
to get my life back on track. Mr. President, there was a study of a 

Mr. President, what this amendment· training program in Chicago that found 
says one more time is let us not have a that 58 percent of its participants were 
one size fits all welfare system. Let us current victims of domestic violence, 
at least make some commitment that and an additional 26 percent were past 
there will be some . compassion built victims. 
into this piece of legislation. So what happens, to give an example, 

Again, I say to my colleagues, all you when a mother now tries to go into a 
have to do is spend some time with job training program to move into the 
families that have been through this work force, but the confidentiality she 
violence. needs to be safe from her husband is 

Monica Seles took 2 years to go back breached, or for her boyfriend who is 
to the tennis court because of what she fiercely possessive and angry because 
had to deal with. Imagine what it she is now in a job training program. 
would be like to be beaten over and And many women get beaten up be
aver again. How long does it take to cause they go into these job training 
heal? What we are saying is that this programs. We are going to have to take 
piece of legislation does not take into some kind of an allowance. There has 
account any of these circumstances for to be some sort of an allowance for 
women and their children. these kinds of special circumstances. 

What we are saying is that we set at Mr. President, do we want to say 
the national level an exemption to the after 5 years no more assistance and 
rules. Then we let States decide how to you have got to go back into this kind 
implement this and we make sure that of home regardless of the cir
no State, loses sight of this kind of an cumstances? What happens if a woman 
epidemic that we are faced with in this cannot find a home? What happens if 
country and, no State is penalized for she cannot go into a job training pro
making sure that we do not take gram, no fault of her own? What hap
women who have been receiving some pens if her children who were also beat
assistance and force them back into en or who saw their mother beaten 
violent homes. over and over and over again and are 

If this amendment does not pass, emotionally scarred and she needs to 
that is precisely what we are ·doing spend more time at home with those 
with this piece of legislation. children? What happens, Mr. President, 

Again-and my colleague from Wash- if she has to leave the State to get 
ington did a very fine job of really stat- away from her batterer because she is 
ing the case-it just takes time. If you not safe in that State, which means she 
go to visit shelters, many of the women has to essentially uproot herself, go to 
and men that work in the shelters will another State, start her life all over 
tell you that over 60 percent of the again, which makes it much more dif
women who try to find shelters have to ficult, we all know, to find a home, to 
be turned away. find a job, to get back on your own two 

You are now on your own. You have feet? · 
been beaten .. You suffer from the equiv- Mr. President, if we were going to 
alent of post-traumatic stress syn- say that a young mother under 18 years 
drome. You are frightened. You are of age should not automatically as
scared. Almost all of your confidence sume that she can set up a separate 
has been beaten out of you or you feel household and receive full support. She 
like a failure. should stay with her family. Fine. 

And I again remind my colleagues, But what if she is in an abusive 
every 15 seconds a woman is beaten by home? What if she herself has been bat
a husband or a boyfriend. Over 4,000 tered? Do we want to force her back 
women are killed every year by their into that home? Do we want to say 
abuser. Every 6 minutes a woman is that is the only place she can be? 
forcibly raped and over 60 percent of Mr. President, there are many other 
welfare mothers come from these kinds examples that I could give. But as we 
of abusive situations. search for solutions that will help 

We have to have some exemption. So women and children escape poverty, we 
my amendment specifically says, must understand the violence that ex-

Notwithstanding any other provision of ists in the lives of many economically 
this bill, the applicable administering au- vulnerable women and their children. 
thority of any specified provision shall ex- And this whole debate on welfare re
empt from (or modify) the application of · form that we have had is just one more 
.such provision to any individual who was glaring example of the lack of aware
battered or subjected to extreme cruelty if ness, I think on our part, unfortu
the physical, mental, or emotional well- nately, and understanding of domestic 
being of the individual would be endangered violence. The whole community has to 
by the application of such provision. be there to support these women and 

That is legalese. What we are saying their children. Otherwise, they are not 
is that a State can establish the cri- going to have the opportunity to be
teria of what is abuse or extreme cru- come safe, and then to become strong 
elty. But States must not be penalized and independent and healthy families. 
when they make exceptions for the vie- But the burden cannot just be put on 
tims of domestic violence. They do not the mother. 
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It seems to me that this debate is the 

same old "it's not my business" ex
cuse. But it is our business. We must 
all be involved. Domestic violence is a 
root cause of violence in our commu
nities, and we must do everything we 
can to end the cycle of violence. And I 
will tell you right now, this will not be 
real welfare reform if it is one-size-fits
all, if we do not at least set some sort 
of national standard, giving States 
maximum flexibility to make sure that 
there is an exemption for women and 
children who come from such families, 
or at least some modification. 

I say to my colleagues, do not put 
women and children in a situation 
where they have no other choice but to 
go back into a home where their very 
lives are at risk. 

Unfortunately, that is not melodra
matic. I know this. I know it from the 
work that Sheila, my wife, and I do in 
Minnesota with so many women and 
children who have been victims of do
mestic violence. We just lost sight of . 
this. 

Last year we passed the Violence 
Against Women Act. In one short year, 
has so much changed that we are no 
longer willing to look at these special 

1 concerns and circumstances of the lives 
of these women and these children? 

Mr. President, this is an amendment 
that deals with the protection of bat
tered individuals. Usually they are 
women and children; sometimes men. 
This is an amendment that I think 
builds into this piece of legislation an 
extremely important exemption. It is 
an amendment, if passed, which will be 
nationally significant because the U.S. 
Senate will be saying that we under
stand the magnitude of the problem of 
domestic violence, of family violence 
in our Nation, that we understand that 
in this welfare reform bill there ought 
to be some sort of allowance set at the 
national level with States having max
imum flexibility so that we do not lose 
sight of the fact that all too many of 
these welfare mothers having come 
from violent homes, having been bat
tered, they may not be able to adhere 
to all these requirements. And we need 
to allow for that. We need to have ei
ther an exemption or some kind of 
modification, letting States administer 
it. 

And, Mr. President, if we do not pass 
this, we are unwittingly going to put 
many women in a situation where they 
are going to have to return to that vio
lent home, to that dangerous home, be- · 
cause they have no other alternative. 
We are cutting them off the welfare. 
And the welfare was the only alter
native they had to that abusive rela
tionship. We cannot go backward in 
that way. 

Mr. President, I do not see anybody 
here on the floor that seems interested 
in debating me on this. For tonight, I 
will take that as a sign of unanimous 
support. But I leave the floor full of op-

timism that I will get good bipartisan 
support for this amendment. 

I would yield the floor to my col
league from North Carolina. 

Mr. F AffiCLOTH addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2609 

Mr. FAffiCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 2609 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, amendment No. 2609 now be
comes the pending question before the 
Senate. 

The Sena tor from North Carolina is 
recognized. 

Mr. FAffiCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
have heard a number of my colleagues 
remark today that there is no evidence 
which connects welfare with illegit
imacy. And I would say first that not 
even President Clinton agrees with 
this. President Clinton believes there is 
a link between welfare and the collapse 
of the family. 

I ask unanimous consent a list pre
pared by the Heritage Foundation of 19 
recent academic studies on the link be
tween welfare benefits and out-of-wed
lock birt.hs be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the studies 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STUDIES OF WELFARE AND ILLEGITIMACY 

The following is a list of nineteen studies 
conducted since 1980 on the relationship of 
welfare to illegitimacy. Fourteen of these 
studies found a relationship between higher 
welfare benefits and increased illegitimacy. 

1. Bernstam, Mikhail S., "Malthus and 
Evolution of the Welfare State: An Essay on 
the Second Invisible Hand, Parts I and II", 
working papers E-88-41, 42, Palo Alto, CA, 
Hoover Institution, 1988 

Research by Mikhail Bernstam of the Hoo
ver Institution at Stanford University shows 
that childbearing by young unmarried 
women may increase by 6 percent in response 
to a 10 percent increase in monthly welfare 
benefits; among blacks the increase may be 
as high as 10 percent. 

2. Hill, M. Anne, and O'Neill, June, 
"Underclass Behaviors in the United States: 
Measurement and Analysis of Deter- ! 
minants". Center for the Study of Business 
and Government, Baruch College, February 
1992 

Dr. June O'Neill's research has found that. I 
holding constant a wide range of other vari
ables such as income, parental education, 
and urban and neighborhood setting, a 50 
percent increase in the monthly value of 
AFDC and Food Stamp benefits led to a 43 
percent increase in the number of out-of
wecl.lock births. 

3. Fossett, Mark A., and Kiecolt, K. Jill, 
"Mate Availability and Family Structure 
Among African Americans in U.S. Metropoli
tan Areas", Journal of Marriage and Family, 
Vol. 55, May 1993, pp. 288-302. 

This study of black Americans finds that 
higher welfare benefits lead to lower rates of 
marriage and higher numbers of children liv
ing in single parent homes. In general, an in

4. Winegarden, C.R., "AFDC and Illegit
imacy Ratios: A Vector-Autoregressive 
Model", Applied Economics 20 (1988), pp. 
1589-1601. 

Research by Dr. C.R. Winegarden of the 
University of Toledo found that half of the 
increases in black illegitimacy in recent dec
ades could be attributed to the effects of wel
fare. 

5. Lundberg, Shelly, and Plotnick. Robert 
D., "Adolescent Premarital Child Bearing: 
Do Opportunity Costs Matter?", discussion 
paper no. 90-23, Seattle: University of Wash
ington, Institute for Economic Research, 
1990. 

Research by Shelley Lundberg and Robert 
D. Plotnick of the University of Washington 
shows that an increase of roughly $200 per 
month in welfare benefits per family causes 
the teenage illegitimate birth rate in a state 
to increase by 150 percent. 

6. Ozawa, Martha N., "Welfare Policies and 
Illegitimate Birth Rates Among Adolescents: 
Analysis of State-by-State Data". Social 
Work Research and Abstracts, 14 (1989), pp. 5-
11. 

Research by Dr. Martha Ozawa of Washing
ton University in St. Louis has found that an 
increase in AFDC benefit levels of $100 per 
child per month leads to roughly a 30 percent 
increase in out-of-wedlock births to women 
age 19 and under. 

7. O'Neill, June, "Report of Dr. June 
O'Neill" (affidavit in lawsuit concerning the 
New Jersey family cap policy.) 

This study using data from a controlled 
scientific experiment show that the New Jer
sey "family cap" limit on AFDC benefit sig
nificantly reduced out-of-wedlock births 
among mothers on AFDC. The cap was shown 
to reduce the monthly value of aggregate 
welfare benefits for an AFDC family by 4 per
cent and to result in a 19 to 29 percent reduc
tion in the number of illegitimate births to 
AFDC recipients. 

8. An, Chong-Bum, and Haveman, Robert, 
and Wolfe, Barbara, "Teen Out-of-Wedlock 
Births and Welfare Receipt: the Role of 
Childhood Events and Economic Cir
cumstance", The Review of Economics and 
Statistics, May 1993. 

This study finds large effects of welfare on 
illegitimacy. A 20 percent increase in welfare 
benefit levels across all states would in
crease the probability of teen out-of-wedlock 
births by as much as 16 percent. (However, 
the authors state that these findings should 
be treated cautiously because they were not 
proven to be statistically significant.) 

9. Murray, Charles, "Welfare and the Fam
ily: The U.S. Experience", Journal of Labor 
Economics, Vol. 11, pt. 2, 1993, pp. 224-262. 

This study finds positive effect of welfare 
on illegitimacy. 

10. Plotnick, Robert D., "Welfare and Out
: of-Wedlock Childbearing: Evidence from the 
· 1980's", Journal of Marriage and the Family 
I (August 1990), pp. 735-46. 

This study finds positive effect of welfare 
I on illegitimacy. 
I 11. Schultz, Paul T., "Marital Status and 

Fertility in the United States", The Journal 
of Human Resources, Spring 1994, pp. 637-659. 

This study finds higher welfare benefits 
significantly reduce marriage rates. 

12. South, Scott J., and Lloyd Kim M., 
"Marriage Markets and Nonmarital Fertility 
in the United States" Demography, May 
1992, pp. 247-264. 

crease in roughly $100 in the average month- I This study finds a positive relationship be
ly AFDC benefit per recipient child was 1 tween welfare and the percentage of births 
found to lead to a drop of over 15 percent in which are out-of-wedlock. 
births within wedlock among black women 1 13. Robins, Phillip K and Fronstin, Paul, 
aged 20 to 24. "Welfare Benefits and Family Size Decisions 
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of Never-Married Women", Institute for Re
search on Poverty: Discussion Paper, DP 
#1022-93, September 1993. 

This study finds that higher welfare bene
fits lead to more births among never-married 
women. 

14. Jackson, Catherine A. and Klerman, 
Jacob Alex, "Welfare, Abortion and Tennage 
Fertility", RAND research paper, August 
1994. 

This study finds higher welfare benefits in
crease illegitimate births. 

STUDIES WHICH FIND NO RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN WELFARE AND ILLEGITIMACY 

1. Acs, Gregory, "The Impact of AFDC on 
Young Women's Childbearing Decisions", In
stitute for Research on Poverty, Discussion 
Paper #1011-93. 

This study finds a small relationship be
tween higher welfare benefits and total 
births to white women, but no significant re
lationship between welfare and illegitimate 
births. The study does, however, show that 
being raised in a single parent home doubles 
the probability that a young woman will 
have a child out-of-wedlock. 

2. Duncan, Greg J. and Hoffman, Saul D., 
"Welfare Benefits Economic Opportunities 
and Out-of-Wedlock Births Among Black 
Tennage Girls", Demography 27 (1990), pp. 
519-35. 

This study finds no effect on welfare on il
legitimacy. 

3. Ellwood, David and Bane, Mary Jo, "The 
Impact of AFDC on Family Structure and 
Living Arrangements", Harvard University, 
March, 1984. 

This study finds no effect on welfare on il
legitimacy. 

4. Keefe, David E., "Governor Reagan, Wel
fare Reform, and AFDC Fertility'', Social 
Service Review, June 1983, pp. 235-253. 

This study found no link between welfare 
and illegitimacy. 

5. Moffitt, Robert, "Welfare Effects on Fe
male Headship with Area Effects" The Jour
nal of Human Resources, Spring 1994, pp. 621-
636. 

This study does not find that higher wel
fare benefits lead to higher illegitimacy. 

Mr. F AffiCLOTH. Fourteen of these 
studies found the relationship between 
higher welfare benefits and increased 
illegitimacy. Five studies do not. The 
most interesting of these is the study 
by Dr. June O'Neill, Director of the 
Congressional Budget Office. 

This study shows that a 50-percent 
increase in the monthly value of AFDC 
and food stamp benefits leads to a 43 
percent increase in the number of out
of-wedlock births. 

A 50-percent increase in monthly 
benefits leads to a 43 percent increase 
in out-of-wedlock births. My pending 
amendment modifies the provision in 
the Dole bill which allows welfare 
funds to be used for cash aid to unmar
ried teenage mothers. The amendment 
is designed to disrupt the pattern of 
out-of-wedlock childbearing that is 
passing from one genera ti on to the 
next. 

My amendment seeks to stop giving 
cash aid that rewards multi
generational welfare dependency. I be
lieve the Federal Government should 
never have been in the business of say
ing to a 16-year-old girl, "Have a child 
out of wedlock and we will mail you a 
check each month." 

Earlier I offered an amendment 
which would have prohibited Federal 
funds to be used for cash aid to unmar
ried teenage mothers unless a State 
legislature specifically voted to use 
Federal funds in that manner. 

Under my previous amendment, Fed
eral funds could be used for in-kind 
benefits or vouchers and State funds 
could be used for cash. But Federal 
funds could not be used for cash to 
teenage mothers unless the legislature 
of that State so voted to do so. 

I think that is a fine amendment. 
But some people feel that even this is 
too great a restriction on State flexi
bility. So I present another amendment 
which allows Federal cash aid to teen
age mothers but only under certain cir
cumstances. 

The amendment I am now offering is 
a modification of the provisions in the 
Dole bill on giving Federal cash aid to 
minor mothers. 

Let us be clear about what the Dole 
bill currently does. The bill says you 
can use Federal funds to give vouchers 
and in-kind benefits to an unmarried 
teenage mother, or you can use funds 
to put the mother in a supervised 
group home. That is fine, and we all 
agree. But the Dole bill goes on to say, 
however, that you can use Federal 
funds to give cash benefits to unmar
ried teenage mothers if that teenage 
mother resides with her parent. If she 
resides with her parent, she can receive 
Federal cash benefits. 

Let us be very clear what type of 
household we are putting cash into. In 
this household, there will be three peo
ple: First, the newborn child; second, 
the unmarried teenage mother of that 
child; and third, the mother of the 
teenager, the adult who is the grand
mother of the newborn child. 

The problem with this scenario is 
that the adult woman, the mother of 
the teenager and the grandmother of 
the new child, the woman upon whom 
we are counting for adult supervision 
of the unmarried teenage mother, is 
very likely to have been or be an un-

. married welfare mother herself. It is 
very likely that this adult mother gave 
birth to the teenager out of wedlock 
some 15 years ago and raised her, at 
least in part, on welfare. This is the 
grandmother. 

The young teenager, in giving birth 
out of wedlock, is simply repeating the 
pattern and model which her mother 
gave her. 

Let me provide the Senate and the 
public with a few statistics: 

A girl who is raised in a single-parent 
home on welfare is five times more 
likely to have a child out of wedlock 
herself than is a girl raised with two 
parents and receiving no welfare-a 
girl raised in a single-parent home on 
welfare is five times more likely than a 
girl raised in a two-parent family. 

Roughly two-thirds of all unwed 
teenage mothers were raised in broken 

or single-parent homes-two-thirds of 
all unwed teenage mothers. 

What we have here is a pattern of il
legitimacy and a pattern of welfare de
pendency which passed from one gen
eration to the next. The amendment I 
am now offering is in tended to break 
up this lethal and growing pattern of 
multigenerational illegitimacy and 
multigenerational welfare dependency. 

The current amendment follows the 
same basic rule on teenage mothers as 
the Dole bill, which says you cannot 
use Federal funds to give cash aid, a 
check in the mail, to a teenage mother 
unless that teenage mother resides 
with her parents or another adult rel
ative. 

My amendment maintains that same 
basic rule, but adds one limitation. The 
limitation states that an unmarried 
teenage mother cannot receive Federal 
cash aid, a check in the mail, if the 
parent or adult relative the teenager is 
living with herself had a child out of 
wedlock and has recently received aid 
to families with dependent children. 
The whole approach here is to break 
the cycle of children born out of wed
lock. 

The teenage mother cannot get cash 
aid, cannot get a check in the mail if 
she is residing with a parent who her
self has had a child out of wedlock and 
was a welfare mother. The teenager in 
these circumstances could receive 
vouchers or federally funded in-kind 
aid, but she could not get a federally 
funded check in the mail if she is living 
with an adult who has had a child out 
of wedlock and then been a welfare 
mother herself. 

This restriction applies only to Fed
eral funds. A State can use its money 
to send a check in the mail to anyone 
it wants. But what we are doing is try
ing to break the cycle. American com
munities are being torn apart by 
multigenerational illegitimacy and 
multigenerational welfare dependency. 
In some communities, the out-of-wed
lock birth rate is now reaching 80 per
cent. We need to disrupt this pattern of 
out-of-wedlock births from one genera
tion to the next. 

But instead of disrupting the pattern, 
the Dole bill reinforces it, even sanc
tifies it. It pretends the answer to teen
age illegitimacy is to have the teen
ager reside with her mother who, in 
many cases, was the source of her prob
lem in the first place. 

If you vote against this amendment, 
you are voting to give cash aid to 
multigenerational welfare households. 
If you vote against this amendment, 
you are voting to subsidize and pro
mote multigenerational illegitimacy. 
If you vote against this amendment, 
you are voting to continue the very 
policies that are destroying and ruin
ing lives of young women and children 
and condoning and promoting 
multigenerational dependency, illegit
imacy, not welfare reform. And what 
we are here for is to reform welfare. 
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No society has ever survived the col

lapse of the family within that society. 
No nation can survive the death and 
destruction of its families. Families in 
America are on the brink of collapse. 
Let us not push the American family 
in to its grave with this type of welfare 
program. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? The Senator from 
Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am going to withhold for a moment. I 
see my friend and colleague from North 
Dakota with whom I am cosponsoring 
the next amendment coming on to the 
floor. It is appropriate that he call up 
the amendment and begin the debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2528 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Connecticut. I call 
up the Conrad-Lieberman amendment 
No. 2528. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is now the Conrad 
amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this 
amendment promotes a comprehensive 
strategy to prevent teen pregnancy. If 
there is one problem I think Senators 
on both sides of the aisle recognize is 
right at the center of the problems of 
this Nation, it is the dramatic increase 
in teen pregnancy. I have talked to my 
colleagues before and shown a chart 
that shows that in 1992 there were more 
than a half million births to teen 
mothers, and 71 percent of those births 
were to unmarried parents. I have also 
shown my colleagues, in the past, a 
chart that demonstrates that our Na
tion's teen birth rate is now more than 
twice as high as in any other industri
alized country. 

The Federal Government, we believe, 
has a responsibility to assist States in 
developing effective teenage pregnancy 
prevention strategies, and that will 
help prevent the cycle of poverty that 
results. 

The Conrad-Lieberman amendment 
does the following: It provides $300 mil
lion, over 7 years, for States to develop 
adult supervised living arrangements. I 
call them "second chance homes." 
They are places where young, unmar
ried mothers can get the structure and 
supervision that they need to turn 
their Ii ves around. 

Second, the Conrad-Lieberman 
amendment retains the requirement 
added to the Dole bill that teen parents 
live with their parents or another re
sponsible adult and that they stay in 
school. There are a lot of things we do 
not know. But we do know that for a 
teenage parent to have a chance, it is 
critically important that they be in an 
adult-supervised setting and that they 
stay in school. If there is one thing 
that is clear, it is that. 

Mr. President, the Conrad-Lieberman 
amendment also establishes a national 
goal to reduce out-of-wedlock preg
nancies to teens by 2 percent a year. It 
encourages communities to establish 
their own teenage pregnancy preven
tion goals. It establishes a national 
clearinghouse to share what we learned 
about what works to prevent teenage 
pregnancy. It establishes a 5 percent 
set-aside for teen pregnancy prevention 
strategies to be developed by the 
States. 

Finally, the Conrad-Lieberman 
amendment calls for the aggressive 
prosecution of men who have sex with 
girls under the age of 18. 

Mr. President, there is compelling 
evidence that two things have an enor
mous impact on long-term welfare de
pendency: teenage pregnancy and lack 
of a high school education. 

According to the General Accounting 
Office, in 1992, teen mothers comprised 
42 percent of the welfare caseload. We 
also know that 63 percent of those on 
welfare for more than 5 years have less 
than a high school degree. 

Mr. President, if you start analyzing 
the problem of welfare dependency, you 
have these two factors, and they are 
very, very clear: teenage pregnancy 
and lack of a high school education. 

If we are really going to reform wel
fare, we absolutely must confront both 
of these issues. We must reduce teen 
pregnancy, and we must require that 
those teen parents get an education to 
equip them to care for their children. 
The Conrad-Lieberman amendment 
does both. 

Mr. President, I want to highlight 
our provision related to second-chance 
homes. The second-chance home provi
sion is supported by a significant sec
tor of the religious community, includ
ing the U.S. Catholic Conference. Sec
ond-chance homes are commonsense 
responses to the teen pregnancy cr1 sis. 

I want to acknowledge the tremen
dous work of the Progressive Policy In
stitute, and specifically Kathleen Syl
vester, in developing this recommenda
tion. Second-chance houses are innova
tive, adult-supervised living arrange~ 
ments that should be available to teens 
who are unable to live with a parent or 
other responsible adult. Communities 
can use second-chance homes to create 
a structured living environment that 
provides education and training, early 
childhood intervention and develop
ment, case management, and family 
counseling. 

We have a bipartisan agreement that 
States should provide adult-supervised 
living arrangements. The requirement 
in this bill, however, could uninten
tionally place teen parents at risk of 
being forced to live in abusive house
holds. 

Mr. President, if we are not going to 
force young girls with infants of their 
own to live in households with abusive 
parents, then we must provide appro
priate alternatives to be available. 

As currently written, the Republican 
bill acts as a disincentive to States 
serving these young girls at all. Why? 
First, when the authors of the Repub
lican bill added the adult-supervision 
requirement, they failed to add any 
funding to make it work. Second, be
cause it costs money to develop struc
tured environments like second-chance 
homes, States are much more likely to 
use the very limited funds in the bill 
for other purposes. 

Therefore, the most vulnerable teen
age girls with their own children will 
simply not be served by most States. 
This is why the U.S. Catholic Con
ference, Catholic Charities, and the Na
tional Council of Churches support my 
proposal. In fact, last Friday, Catholic 
Charities sent a letter to every Member 
of. the Senate supporting my approach. 
Their letter said: 

The first principle in welfare reform must 
be: "Do no harm." 

The letter went on to say: 
We support Senator CONRAD'S amendment, 

which not only would require teen mothers 
to live under adult supervision and continue 
their education, but it would also provide 
the resources for second chance homes to 
make that requirement a reality. 

The majority of teenage mothers will 
live with their parents, with legal 
guardians, with relatives, or foster par
ents. In some cases, however, there will 
be no place for the teen mother and her 
child to go. That is the reason and that 
is the purpose for second-chance 
homes. 

Teen mothers are extremely difficult 
to place in foster care. Most foster fam
ilies simply do not want them. Go to 
any foster-care agency and ask them 
what is the most difficult placement 
they have. Other than the severely dis
abled, there is nothing more difficult 
to place in a foster-care home than a 
young mother with her own child. 

Certainly, none of us want to deny 
needed aid to a teen mother and her 
child when no suitable adult is avail
able to look after them. We must pro
vide the means for States and local 
communities to create structured liv
ing environments for these teens. It 
takes money to develop the kinds of 
structured settings that will be needed. 

The Conrad-Lieberman amendment 
provides funding for States to develop 
such settings-these second-chance 
homes-where teenage mothers can 
have the attention, the discipline, su
pervision, and structure that they need 
in order to have a second chance. 

Our Nation simply cannot sustain a 
system that locks millions of children 
into a lifetime of poverty because their 
parents were teenagers when the chil
dren were born. Confronting teenage 
parenthood requires a comprehensive 
approach, with maximum flexibility 
for States. That means providing the 
resources to enable States to prevent 
teenage pregnancies, including the de
velopment of second-chance homes. 
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During the debate on the Coats 

amendment earlier today, there was 
much discussion of the need to capital
ize on community resources. Many 
local institutions and individuals do a 
remarkable job of instilling positive 
values in teen mothers and others in 
need. One of the best examples that I 
have seen is Covenant House. Covenant 
House is a Catholic-based charity that 
provides an excellent model of what 
second-chance houses can be. When 
Covenant House takes young mothers 
under their wing, those mothers sel
dom experience a second pregnancy 
until they are ready to provide for that 
child. 

The strategies in the Conrad
Lieberman amendment can provide a 
significant boost to our national at
tempt to combat teen pregnancy. I 
hope our colleagues will support it. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me just 
say that among the most compelling 
testimony before the Finance Commit
tee was the testimony of Sister Mary 
Rose McGeady. The sister came before 
the Finance Committee, and she de
scribed to us what they have experi
enced at Covenant House, taking in 
hundreds and hundreds of young moth
ers, unmarried, and their children. 

She said over and over, our experi
ence has been if you provide structure, 
if you provide supervision, if you give 
these people a vision, that they can lift 
themselves beyond their current cir
cumstances and have a chance to suc-
ceed in life. · 

If they can make the best of the op
portunities that they have, if they see 
a path through education to make 
something of their lives, they will not 
have a second child until they are 
ready to care for that child. 

I wish my colleagues could meet this 
sister who runs Covenant House, see 
the sparkle in her eye and see the 
spring in her step and see the vision 
that she has of what we can do to real
ly achieve results in combating teen 
pregnancy. 

She has been there. She has been in 
the trenches. She has fought the fight. 
She has done it successfully. 

We ought to make certain that model 
is available in every State in this Na
tion. That would do something serious 
about combating a problem that I 
think all of us understand to be one of 
the critical problems facing this Na
tion. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

thank my friend and colleague from 
North Dakota for his outstanding 
statement and for the work that we 
have done together to fashion this 
amendment. I am proud to be his co
sponsor of it. 

Mr. President, there has been consid
erable talk in this debate about the 
problem of babies born out of wedlock, 
particularly babies born out of wedlock 
to teenage mothers, as well there 

should be. It has a direct and powerful 
effect on the welfare caseload. 

The fact is that although teenage 
mothers themselves make up only a 
small percentage of the welfare case
load today, only B percent in 1994, the 
fact is over half of the mothers on wel
fare today had their first children when 
they were teenagers. 

The problem of teenage pregnancy is 
central to the problem of welfare. To 
state the obvious, but sometimes it is 
important to do so, this has been con
structed as a program of aid for de
pendent children. More than half of the 
mothers on welfare have dependent 
children because they had babies when 
they were teenagers and there is no fa
ther around. 

Obviously, we are focusing on this 
problem of babies being born out of 
wedlock and babies being born to teen
agers out of wedlock because it is a 
more broadly threatening social catas
trophe that is affecting our country. 

Take a look at the statistics with re
gard to prisoners in our jails today and 
you will find a startling number of 
them were born to mothers out of wed
lock and grew up with no fathers in the 
house. 

In trying in this bill to do something 
about teenage pregnancy and babies 
born out of wedlock generally, I think 
we are trying to do something not only 
to reform the welfare system but to 
make ours a safer society, and in the 
process to save some of these children 
born to poor teenage mothers, born to 
a life which in most ways is without 
hope for the mother and for the child. 

Sena tor CONRAD and I are thinking of 
fashioning the broadest approach to 
this pro bl em of teenage pregnancy that 
will be part of this debate. I hope our 
colleagues on both sides will look at 
the details of this proposal and join in 
trying to create, really, a national cru
sade against teenage pregnancy. 

A national crusade which can be di
rected by a Federal official which will 
feature a national clearinghouse so 
that States and private and philan
thropic charitable institutions can 
share ideas about programs that have 
to cut the rate of teenage pregnancy. A 
national campaign which will set na
tional goals and give each State the 
goal of reducing their teenage preg
nancy rate by 2 percent a year. It does 
not sound like a lot, but today it is 
skyrocketing in the other direction. 

Create a goal of involving 25 percent 
of the communities in America in teen
age pregnancy prevention programs. 
Then to put some money behind all 
this to take the existing title 20 pro
gram which covers a host of social pro
grams for the poor, and mandate that 
each State use 5 percent of the money 
they receive under title 20 for teen 
pregnancy l>reven ti on activities. 

It is that critical a problem facing 
our country. Mr. President, the birth 
rate for single teenage parents has tri-

pled since 1960 from 15 to 45 births per 
1,000 unmarried girls age 15 to 19. 

More than a third of the babies born 
in America today are born out of wed
lock. It is a startling change in soci
ology in the family and reflects a star
tling change in values. 

We spend a lot of time talking about 
why it has happened. I will come back 
to this in a while. Some of it has to do 
with the messages that the media are 
sending our kids as they grow up. Some 
of it clearly has to do with an increas
ing sense of sexual permissiveness 
which we see by these stunning num
bers is not without its consequences 
and its victims. Its victims are the 
poor babies born to poverty with a 
teenage mother without a father in the 
House. 

What kind of hope can that poor 
child have to make something decent 
of his or her life. I think the change in 
values has had its consequences here. 

I fear that the welfare system has all 
been part of the problem. I do not say 
it has created the problem. It is much 
more complicated than that. There is 
no question in my mind based on read
ing I have done, based on conversations 
I have had with young women who have 
had babies out of wedlock when they 
were teenagers, that the existence of 
the welfare system has in some meas
ure facilitated, enabled, made more 
likely, the birth of babies out of wed
lock to teenage girls. 

We all pay the price for that con
sequence. That is why dealing with the 
problem of teenage pregnancy, dealing 
with the problem of babies born out of 
wedlock, has to be a central part of our 
effort at welfare reform. 

Each year about 1 million teenage 
girls become pregnant and confront the 
consequence of that pregnancy. About 
half of those girls have their babies. 
Half a million babies, roughly 40 per
cent have abortions, and another 10 
percent of those teen mothers mis
carry. 

Well over 60 percent of the teenage 
mothers are single. They are not mar
ried. For those single mothers who 
raise their babies, the consequences are 
obviously grim, particularly if the 
mother does not have at least a high 
school education. Of course, many who 
are below the age of 17 or 18, who have 
their babies, do not have a high school 
education. 

As William Raspberry, columnist, 
noted in the Washington Post, children 
born to parents who had their child 
born out of wedlock before they fin
ished high school and reached the age 
of 20 are almost guaranteed a life of 
poverty. Bearing a child in your teens 
as a single mother is simply wrong, and 
our society must give that message to 
men and women who are responsible 
for the birth of those babies to single 
teenage mothers. It is contrary to our 
values. It is contrary to our interests. 
It is contrary to the interests of those 
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young women and the children they 
bear. 

Unfortunately, our current welfare 
policies too often send the opposite 
message, and that is why they need to 
be changed. We need to require teenage 
parents who receive welfare to live at 
home with their own families or, if 
that is not appropriate, in adult super
vised group homes, some of the Second 
Chance Homes that Senator CONRAD 
has described so well, that will be en
abled by the amendment that we offer 
tonight. 

In my conversations with young 
women who gave birth to babies out of 
wedlock when they were teenagers, and 
I asked them, "Why did you do it," I 
must say, first, I was impressed by the 
overwhelming percentage of these 
young women I spoke to who said, 
"Senator, I love my baby, but I wish I 
had not had the baby when I was so 
young.'' 

I would say, Why did you do it, as 
you look back at it? 

Some said the obvious: "I did not 
protect myself when having sex." 

Others said, "I did it in part because 
I knew if I had a baby I would be able 
to go on welfare, and that welfare 
check would enable me to move out of 
my house and to become independent." 

Any of us who have raised teenage 
kids know that they all want to be 
independent. The idea that these young 
women would have incorporated a 
value system, or lack of such, that 
would lead them to want to have a 
baby to get the welfare check to move 
out of their houses, that is a sad com
mentary on where we are. And that is 
why it is so critical to require, and 
send a message, that that is not going 
to be the way out of the house any
more. If you are a teenage mother and 
you want welfare, you have to live at 
home or you have to live in a super
vised group home setting, such as the 
superior Second Chance Homes that 
Senator CONRAD has described. We 
ought to require them to stay in school 
and to take parenting classes. It is no 
excuse, and it ought not to be an ex
cuse, for young women who have babies 
to drop out of school. 

The amendment that we have pro
posed tonight builds on this foundation 
by establishing the national goals that 
I have talked about and the clearing
house. Let me briefly discuss these pro
visions. 

I think if we want to make signifi
cant progress on this issue, we have to 
set national goals. That is what Sen
ator CONRAD and I have done in this 
amendment. We have to be able to 
measure our progress toward those 
goals. This amendment establishes 
that goal, reducing out-of-wedlock teen 
pregnancy rates by 2 percent a year. 

The purpose of the national goal is to 
galvanize the efforts of the public and 
private sector to address this problem. 
As President Clinton said on August 9 

when he visited North Carolina, "Teen
age pregnancy is not a problem that we 
in Government alone can fix." How 
right he was. President Clinton said he 
is working to get all the leaders of all 
sectors of our society involved in this 
fight. I think we, in this welfare reform 
legislation, can add momentum and 
support to his effort by establishing 
clear national goals that both private 
and public sector organizations can 
aim at and rally around. We have to 
put our energy where it is most likely 
to make a difference in children's lives. 

In shaping policies to achieve the 
goals we are setting out here, I think 
we have to keep in mind some of the 
terrible facts about pregnant teenage 
girls. As Kathleen Sylvester of the Pro
gressive Policy Institute said in a re
cent Washington Post op-ed, "Most 
teenage mothers come from poor, dys
functional families. Many have been 
neglected or abused." This is the cycle 
of poverty and dysfunction that contin
ues from generation to generation. Ms. 
Sylvester reported that as many as 
two-thirds were victims of rape or sex
ual abuse at an early age. And, sadly, 
the abuser was often a member of their 
household. That is why we are talking 
about Second Chance Homes tonight. 
As a consequence, teenage mothers 
start out extremely vulnerable to the 
sexual advances of older men. 

Mr. President, there was a recent 
study done by the Alan Guttmacher In
stitute that produced results that we 
have discussed here on the floor before, 
but I found them startling. Bringing 
together a number of studies, they re
ported that half of the babies, at least 
half of the babies born to teenage 
mothers, were fathered by an adult 
man. I must say that my vision of this 
problem was that these children being 
born to teenage mothers were the re
sult of casual, irresponsible sex with 
two teenagers. Not so, according to 
this study-in most cases, in more than 
half the cases. The younger the moth
er, according to the study, the greater 
the age difference between her and the 
father of the baby. 

Among California mothers, in one 
study of mothers aged 11 to 15---be
tween the ages of 11 to 15---women, 
young girls, who would carry the baby 
to birth, 51 percent of them said that 
the fathers of those babies were adults, 
were over 18. 

There are studies we could go on and 
on with. But the point is that these are 
appalling findings, and they cry out to 
us to try to do something to protect 
these young women. 

When we talked about these statis
tics a few days ago on the floor, the 
senior Senator from New York, Sen
ator MOYNIHAN, stood and made a point 
that I found very provocative and also, 
I think, insightful, which is that, trag
ically, too often we are dealing here 
with girls growing up in poor families 
without a father in the house, and part 

of what that means is that there is not 
an older man in the house to protect 
his daughter from the unwanted ad
vances of another older man, one of the 
roles-a role so primal that we tend 
not even to think about it-that the fa
ther in an intact family normally will 
play. 

So part of this amendment that Sen
ator CONRAD and I have introduced 
tries to begin to get at this problem by 
expressing the sense of the Senate that 
the States, which are the main enforc
ers of criminal law in our society, have 
to look again at laws that we barely 
ever mention these days that used to 
be very much a part of our lives and 
the life of the courts, which is to say 
laws against statutory rape, to say it is 
a crime for an adult man to have sex 
with a woman who is a minor. 

Perhaps, again, as part of the sense 
that consenting people should do what
ever they want sexually, the general 
tone of sexual permissiveness in our so
ciety, these laws have either been 
amended down or out of existence, or if 
they are in existence, they are rarely 
enforced today. 

I suggest to my colleagues that Sen
ator CONRAD and I include in this ap
peal to the States raising the question 
of whether it might not just be one de
terrent to an adult man-who, in this 
case, could well be a sexual predator, 
an aggressor with a younger woman
to think twice if that man knows that 
the statutory rape laws are going to be 
enforced once again in that State. 

In trying to put some money behind 
the general program that we have out
lined, I mentioned the use of title XX 
funds. The amendment would require 
that 5 percent of the title XX social 
services block grant be committed by 
the States to teenage pregnancy pre
vention programs, and that is not a 
small sum. That equals $140 million a 
year to begin to help the States try a 
multitude of responses to this social 
disaster that is occurring in our soci
ety and that is affecting every one of 
us, whether we see it or feel it imme
diately-certainly affecting us in the 
increasing rate of violent crime among 
young people. 

Mr. President, a second and final 
word about the idea of a clearinghouse 
which the amendment would establish 
at the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

We are dealing here with a profound, 
complicated, difficult social problem. 
There are a lot of ways to go at it-law 
enforcement, and statutory rape is one. 
But we need to encourage the widest 
array of experiments with dealing with 
this problem at the State level. And 
the aim there is to then share that pro
gram with programs that work with 
other States and philanthropic and pri
vate charitable groups around the 
country. 

The fact is that we are beginning to 
know something about what works. 
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The Henry Kaiser Foundation several 
months ago published a monograph 
that reviewed the effectiveness of 123 
sex education curricula programs and 
their policy implications. Their work 
was supported by a diverse group of or
ganizations, including the American 
Enterprise Institute, the Alan 
Guttmacher Institute, the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, and 
the Population Council. And the 
study's key findings include the follow
ing: 

Sex education in school-based health 
centers do not increase frequency of 
sexual activity among high school stu
dents or reduce the age when they first 
become sexually active. Some school
based clinics, but not all, actually de
layed the age of first sexual activity, 
and increased contraceptive use result
ing in fewer pregnancies. 

Programs that are effective focus on 
three behaviors: One is to protect one
self sexually. The second is abstinence. 
And the third is how to resist the pres
sure--peer pressure, or pressure from 
an individual, a man-to have sex. 

To be effective, the school-based sex 
education programs have to be tailored 
to the populations they serve. 

That was the message of those stud
ies. 

Finally, and very critically, the stud
ies concluded that sex education pro
grams should not be value neutral. 
Those that gave students sexual infor
mation and told them to make their 
own judgments were not effective in 
changing behavior. 

In other words, we have to stop our 
sense of neutrality, a sense that any
thing goes in this society, because 
there are consequences when anything 
goes, and they are terrible for our soci
ety. We have to preach and teach a 
very clear message. Sexual activity at 
an early age, activity that results in 
teenage pregnancy, is simply wrong. It 
ought not to happen. It is unaccept
able. It is a disaster for the mother in
volved, for the baby involved, and for 
our society. , 

That is the kind of information that 
I believe can be shared through the 
clearinghouse that would be set up 
under this amendment. 

Mr. President, let me say a final re
lated word, and that is about the role 
of the media. I think the media has had 
generally a negative effect on values in 
our society. And I think they could 
have an extremely positive effect be
cause their impact on our kids is so 
powerful. 

A growing body of evidence, in my 
opinion, supports the conclusion that 
the pervasiveness of sexual messages 
on television, in the movies, and in 
music has contributed to the dramatic 
rise in the number of teenagers having 
sex, and in turn the rise in teen preg
nancies. 

Mr. President, I need not belabor this 
point. But I saw a recent study about 

the number of sex acts that one can see 
on an average day watching soap op
eras, the number of sexual references 
that one can hear and see in prime 
time on television, and the number of 
sexual topics that are discussed, usu
ally not normal behavior, on TV talk 
shows. I think the cumulative effect of 
all of that, as Senator MOYNIBAN has 
said so well, is to define deviancy down 
to the behavior that was not only not 
done much in earlier time but cer
tainly not talked about, and hold it up 
as a kind of standard of normalcy; at 
worst, something to giggle about. We 
are paying the price for that. I think it 
is time that those who put shows on 
television and who run the networks 
appreciate it. 

The most compelling evidence in this 
connection is a poll that was taken of 
children themselves by a group that I 
believe was called Children Now, a sur
vey of children aged 10 to 16. And when 
asked the question 62 percent of them 
said that they believe that what they 
saw on television encouraged them to 
have sex earlier than they should have. 
I hope that those who put those shows 
on television will begin to think more 
seriously about the consequences of 
what they are putting on. It is exactly 
these concerns that were part of what 
led Senator CONRAD and I to introduce 
the amendment on the telecommuni
cations bill that passed with a strong 
bipartisan support that would call on 
TV set manufacturers to put in what 
we call the "choice chip," to let par
ents choose what their kids will see 
and that requires TV networks to rate 
the programs that they put on. 

Mr. President, the electronic media 
have enormous influence, and they 
could use it for good, and in many 
cases they have used it for good. One of 
the best known examples I think is the 
way the entertainment industry em
braced the campaign against drunk 
drivers through a conscious effort to 
weave portrayals of designated drivers 
into a number of TV shows in addition 
to the outright commercial messages 
against drunk driving. The entertain
ment industry and television particu
larly played a critically important role 
in helping to reduce the number of al
cohol-related fatalities. 

There is simply no reason that they 
could not make a similar commitment 
on behalf of the campaign against teen 
pregnancy. 

I think another way we can encour
age the media to become allies is in the 
use of direct advertising such as was 
done in the campaign against drunk 
driving. And the Maryland State gov
ernment provides us with an excellent 
example of the potential that lies in 
this approach. In 1988 it embarked on 
what might be called a media blitz
krieg to combat teen pregnancies. The 
State was saturated with advertise
ments on television, radio, billboards, 
buses, as well as videos, brochures, and 

special lessons that were distributed in 
schools. More than $7 million was spent 
on the TV and radio spots alone. In the 
first 3 years of the campaign, birth 
rates and abortions dropped. And by 
1991 the State reported a 13-percent de
crease in teen pregnancies, which in 
this field is startling, and in this case 
very encouraging. 

The media campaign could not sin
glehandedly account for those changes. 
But it is clear to me--and I think most 
who have looked at this study-that it 
played a very significant role in that 
reduction. 

Perhaps the best indication of its ef
fectiveness was the fact that in a fol-

. lowup study 94 percent of the students 
and teachers at five middle schools in 
Maryland knew about the campaign, 
and could repeat the campaign slogans 
verbatim. 

So we have a real problem on our 
hands here, and we are all suffering the 
consequences of it. 

This amendment that Senator 
CONRAD and I have put forward tonight 
is a an attempt to put our Nation on 
the course of an urgent, intense, and 
comprehensive campaign to cut down 
the rate of teenage pregnancies. 

I thank my colleague from North Da
kota for the partnership that we have 
once again established. It is always a 
pleasure and an honor to work with 
Senator CONRAD, particularly, as is 
normally the case with us, in a good 

· cause. 
I thank the Chair and I yield the 

floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague from Vermont, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, who has been a real leader 
in the whole challenge of dealing with 
what is happening with respect to teen
age pregnancies. 

I, first of all, want to apologize to 
him. I moved him from Connecticut to 
Vermont. I was just in Vermont. It is a 
beautiful place, a wonderful setting, 
and I am quick to identify Senator 
LIEBERMAN with places that are pleas
ant. But in fairness, he belongs in Con
necticut. And Connecticut is lucky to 
have him. 

I have enjoyed our partnership on 
this challenge because I think of teen
age pregnancy as really a tragedy for 
America. It is a tragedy for the chil
dren, it is a tragedy for the young 
women and girls, and it is a tragedy for 
the entire country. 

Mr. President, one in three children 
being born in America today are born 
out of wedlock. In some cities in Amer
ica, two out of three children are being 
born out of wedlock. Tonight, we are in 
the Capital City of the United States. 
In this city, two out of three children 
born this year are being born out of 
wedlock. 

What chance do they have? What 
chance do their mothers have? We 
know, according to the GAO, that 42 
percent of the welfare caseload in this 
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country is teenage mothers or girls or 
women who had babies when they were 
teenagers. It is central to the problem 
we face. 

I wish to share a couple of vignettes 
from an example of a second-chance 
home before I end because I think these 
vignettes are important. They are real 
life experiences. This is what is hap
pening to the people about whom we 
are talking. This is a story about 
Sherice. 

Sherice, now 20, has a 2-year-old 
daughter and no one to help out. She, 
too, was trapped early in the cycle of 
welfare dependency. 

Sherice grew up on welfare, and was 
made responsible for caring for her 10 
younger · siblings by her alcoholic 
mother. At 17, she dropped out of high 
school when she became pregnant with 
her daughter Jamila. She was forced to 
take her daughter out of the family's 
overcrowded apartment to live with re
luctant relatives. Sherice's options ran 
out when this living situation also 
proved inhospitable, and she found her
self with no one to turn to and became 
homeless. 

Sherice and Jamila were referred to 
an American Family Inn in Queens, 
NY. After obtaining her GED through 
the on-site high school and completing 
a 4-month job training apprenticeship 
in food services, Sherice found a place 
to live and set out to find a job. With 
the help of the American Family Inn's 
employment specialist, Sherice entered 
the New York Restaurant School with 
a partial scholarship in order to follow 
her dream of becoming a chef. 

She recently completed her demand
ing cooking classes and soon will begin 
an extern.ship in a local catering com
pany. She plans to use the skills she 
learned to form her own catering com
pany after she graduates in October 
1995. 

Mr. President, this is someone who, 
because of a second-chance home, has 
her life together, who is a productive 
member of society because of the 
structured, supervised setting she was 
able to experience in a home. 

A final vignette. 
Elena. Elena is an 18-year-old single 

mother with a 2-year-old son, Andrew. 
She has never been married, has never 
lived independently, and she receives 
public assistance. She represents a typ
ical mother residing at American Fam
ily Inn. 

Elena has a fractured and unstable 
past. She shuffled between her mother 
and father until age 5, when she was 
placed in the first of three foster homes 
due to physical abuse from her mother. 
At age 14, Elena moved in with her 
boyfriend and his parents and at age 16, 
dropped out of high school to give birth 
to her son. Her relationship with her 
baby's father deteriorated as he contin
ued and increased his drug use. She left 
with her son and moved back in with 

her mother until her stepfather forced 
her to leave. 

Elena had no other choice but to 
enter the shelter system. Prior to ar
riving at an American Family Inn in 
Manhattan, Elena had lived in an 
emergency assistance center, a short
term shelter and a welfare hotel. The 
day after she enrolled in the on-site 
programs, including the alternative 
high school where she is working to
ward completing her GED, the licensed 
day care center where her child is 
being socialized to the norms of edu
cation and the independent living 
skills workshops where she is learning 
topics such as parenting, budgeting, 
nutrition, and family violence preven
tion. 

Elena has also begun intensive job 
readiness and job training. Each after
noon she fulfills her internship require
ment as a teacher's aide in the on-site 
day care center. She is expected to 
complete the program in the next sev
eral months, move into her own apart
ment and either find full-time employ
ment or a enroll in a community col
lege to pursue higher education. 

This is Elena's statement, and I 
quote: 

I feel this is a place where I can get my life 
together. I'm getting my education and 
learning to work. My mother never cared if 
I went to school and she never told me about 
having babies or being a parent. The people 
here and the programs here are helping me. 
I'm learning to be a teacher's assistant so 
that I can go to college and start my own 
business and get off of public assistance. I 
needed this chance. 

Mr. President, I do not think there is 
a Member in this Chamber whose heart 
is so cold that they are not moved by a 
story like that one-somebody who 
grew up in an abusive home, had a 
child at much too early an age, forced 
into homelessness, and who now, be
cause of a second-chance home, is get
ting an education, wants to start her 
own business, wants to get off public 
assistance and make something of her 
life. 

That is the promise of what we can 
accomplish by focusing on this critical 
challenge to America's future. We can 
make a difference. We can do some
thing that will lead to a different re
sult than a life of poverty and depend
ence, and we can do it by action tomor
row. That is when the vote will be held. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Conrad-Lieberman amendment. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2581 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask to call up 
amendment 2581 for immediate consid
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
amendment is now the pending ques
tion. The Senator from Vermont is rec
ognized. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I am here to try and 
undo what I think is a very unfortu
nate area of the bill which attempts to 
do something which we would all agree 
with, and that is to reduce the number 
of illegitimate child births in this 
country and to hopefully reduce the 
number of abortions. I think it was one 
certainly sponsored with all the hopes 
and dreams of being able to do that. 
However, I oppose it because I find that 
it would be most counterproductive 
and would result in an entitlement 
being created which would in effect not 
establish any policy that will really ac
complish the goals for which it was 
conceived. Thus, I have sponsored an 
amendment to strike the so-called ille
gitimacy ratio from the welfare bill. 

Last night, we heard from Senator 
DOMENIC! and others about how con
servative social engineering is no bet
ter than liberal social engineering. We 
all know that Federal strings often do 
not produce the desired behavior modi
fication and can even produce unin
tended negative results. I hope my col
leagues will join me in my opposition 
on those grounds. 

Throughout this debate, we have dis
cussed frequently the importance of 
ending entitlements. It may surprise 
some of my colleagues to learn that 
this provision creates a new entitle
ment and will be funded by the terms 
"such sums as necessary." 

Now, CBO has scored the costs at $75 
million over the 7 years. I think their 
estimate may well be very, very con
servative. Because of the way I read 
the provisio:r;i., I calculate this new enti
tlement could cost as much as $1.6 bil
lion per year by the year 2000, if all our 
States reduce their out-of-wedlock 
birth rates without reporting higher 
abortion rates. 

This gives me pause, especially for 
reasons I will outline about unreliable 
statistics. 

But let me point out also just to ver
ify that figure, which may seem to be 
outlandish to start with, the reason for 
that is that all you have to do is one 
time go below the 1995 base, and for the 
rest of the period, providing you do not 
go back up, you will get this bonus 
which is in it. And if each State does 
that, we will have the figure I gave you 
of about $1.6 billion per year. 

The provision entitles States whose 
proportion of in-State-I emphasize 
"in-State"-out-of-wedlock birth rates 
have decreased without an increase in 
their State abortion rates to either an 
additional 5 percent of their block 
grant if the birth rate has decreased by 
1 percent or 10 percent if the birth rate 
decreases by 2 percent or more. And it 
only has to do it once providing it 
stays below the baseline. So if a State's 
out-of-wedlock births decrease as a 
proportion of their total births, they 
can receive as much as 10 percent more 
than their base cash assistance and 
child care block grant. 
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I do not understand why we want to 

create a new entitlement, especially 
for States that need the dollars less. In 
other words, if you have decreased your 
problem, you end up with more money 
for perhaps as much as the term of the 
whole bill, of our period which we are 
covering here on the budget. We all 
know that out-of-wedlock birth rates 
show a strong acceleration with the 
rate of welfare dependency. If there are 
more children born to single parents, 
there will be more need for State and 
Federal assistance. And that is part of 
why we are so concerned. 

But rather than try to construct, ac
tively work toward, lower out-of-wed
lock birthrates, this ratio seems com
pletely backward since it sends more 
money to States that need it less. And 
States that for whatever reason experi
ence higher out-of-wedlock birthrates 
and need it more, they cannot tap into 
the newly created entitlement. 

Mr. President, I have here a letter 
from Catholic Charities USA in opposi
tion to this illegitimacy ratio. There 
are some who tried to get this into the 
pro-life, pro-choice area here. I would 
just point out-and I will read this let
ter now into the RECORD because I 
think it is so helpful in letting every
one know that this is a group which ob
viously is a pro-life group. This is ad
dressed to Senator DOLE. 

Dear Senator DOLE: 
Catholic Charities USA is deeply con

cerned about the proposed illegitimacy ratio 
bonus being put forward as part of welfare 
reform legislation· in the current Congress. 
The proposal is another speculative venture 
being imposed upon the entire country and 
its poorest families without test, trial, or ex
periment. 

Our fear is that State governments, in a 
time of drastic funding cuts and escalating· 
human need, will resort to the family cap, 
teenage mother exclusions. and other drastic 
measures, all in the illusive hope of garner
ing additional millions of dollars of funding. 
(The funding itself will have to be cut from 
other needed programs or services in our 
zero-sum budget situation.) 

I would emphasize that. There is no 
provision for the funding in this bill. It 
will have to come from existing 
sources otherwise, and it is an entitle
ment, meaning that it must come. I 
will continue with the letter. 

Those measures, while as yet unproven to 
cut birth rates, are far more likely to 
produce increased abortions, as the failed 
New Jersey family cap experiment already 
has shown, and to hurt poor children and 
families. And the proposed illegitimacy ratio 
bonus contains no penalty for increasing 
abortion rates in States which experiment 
with the lives and well-being of their poorest 
families. 

No church community has been as vigorous 
as our own in support of human life or of sex
ual abstinence outside of marriage. And no 
community has as broad experience as our 
own in Catholic Charities in working with 
women who are pregnant and unmarried and 
with their children. We urge you to remove 
the proposed illegitimacy ratio from the 
pending legislation in the interest of sound 
family policy. 

Signed by Father Fred Kammer, 
president of Catholic Charities USA. 

I ask unanimous consent that letter 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CATHOLIC CHARITIES USA, 
Alexandria, VA, September 12, 1995. 

Senator ROBERT DOLE, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: Catholic Charities 
USA is deeply concerned about the proposed 
illegitimacy ratio bonus being put forward as 
part of welfare reform legislation in the cur
rent Congress. The proposal is another spec
ulative venture being imposed upon the en
tire country and its poorest families without 
test, trial, or experiment. 

Our fear is that state governments, in a 
time of drastic funding cuts and escalating 
human need, will resort to the family cap, 
teenage mother exclusions, and other drastic 
measures, all in the illusive hope of garner
ing additional millions of dollars of funding. 
(The funding itself will have to be cut from 
other needed programs or services in our 
zero-sum budget situation.) Those measures, 
while as yet unproven to cut birth rates, are 
far more likely to produce increased abor
tions, as the failed New Jersey family cap ex
periment already bas shown, and to hurt 
poor children and families. And the proposed 
illegitimacy ratio bonus contains no penalty 
for increasing abortion rates in states which 
experiment with the lives and well-being of 
their poorest families. 

No church community has been as vigorous 
as our own in support of human life or of sex
ual abstinence outside of marriage. And no 
community has as broad experience as our 
own in Catholic Charities in working with 
women who are pregnant and unmarried and 
with their children. We urge you to remove 
the proposed illegitimacy ratio from the 
pending legislation in the interest of sound 
family policy. 

Sincerely yours, 
FR. FRED KAMMER, SJ, 

President. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. We all know that 
out-of-wedlock birth rates show a 
strong correlation with the rate of wel
fare dependency. If there are more chil
dren born to single parents, there will 
be more need for State and Federal as
sistance. That is part of why we are so 
concerned. But rather than try to con
structively work toward lower out-of
wedlock birth rates, this ratio seems 
completely backward. 

Mr. President, I also understand, as 
well as reading the letter from the 
Catholic Charities, that the Catholic 
bishops oppose a similar provision in 
the House. They are concerned, as I 
am, that rather than effecting positive 
behavior change by decreasing out-of
wedlock pregnancies, this new entitle
ment would encourage out-of-wedlock 
and out-of-State-I emphasize that for 
your memory later ·on when we talk 
about how these things are worked
out-of-State abortions. And I would 
also add that this may well mean back
room abortions or some of those that 
we will not be able in any way to take 
note of in the requirement for statis
tics here. 

Because States do not qualify for the 
funds by showing an increase in their 
in-State abortion rates, there are a few 
ways to influence those numbers. The 
most obvious is underreporting. Ac
cording to the Centers for Disease Con
trol, several States currently have in
accurate, incomplete, or even com
pletely estimated abortion rates. I 
think California is one of those. 

So here we are going to establish a 
baseline which will be used for the 
length of the bill that will allow States 
to collect on figures that are totally or 
may be totally inaccurate. As we 
might expect, it is difficult to encour
age, particularly without a mandate to 
report, complete reporting of · abor
tions. We will be looking at situations 
which will already be in being which 
have had no reporting requirements. 
That is, that we use a base year of the 
year 1995, which is almost over with 
and will be by the time all of this gets 
into being. So we are setting up a base 
year here for which we have no reliable 
statistics whatsoever and using that to 
determine an entitlement program. 
Women who receive abortions want to 
maintain their confidentiality, and 
abortion providers, particularly in the 
face of recent violence, may want to 
maintain their anonymity. So the cur
rent numbers are not accurate. We 
have no adequate baseline to compare 
to, and we have no uniform reporting 
system in place. 

If we mandate reporting without pro
viding significant funds for the States 
to do this, we will be sending an un
funded mandate to the States. 

Another way to influence these sta
tistics would be to toughen State re
quirements for obtaining an abortion. 
In some States-this is important to 
remember-in some States as many as 
40 percent or more of their in-State 
abortion rates are from people who re
side outside the State. So if you know 
you are going to maybe get millions or 
hundreds of millions of dollars here by 
getting abortions performed across the 
borders, there is going to be tremen
dous incentive to accomplish that. 
Making abortions more difficult to ob
tain could obviously help to lower the 
abortion rate. This provision would 
offer a cash incentive to States for 
tougher abortion laws possibly result
ing in unreported abortions or more 
abortions out of State or more abor
tions under improper conditions. 

All in all, accurate abortion statis
tics will be extraordinarily difficult, if 
not impossible, to obtain. We must 
struggle with what constitutes an 
abortion or an induced pregnancy ter
mination. Does the so-called morning
after pill count? What about a routine 
D & C that may or may not have in
volved a pregnancy? How will we know 
if women take a large enough dose of 
oral contraceptives to induce men
struation? It is an off-label use but ex
pels any pregnancy that may be there 
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and induces menstruation. How are we 
going to count those? Are we going to 
require women to report that? 

There is currently no standard defini
tion, nor accurate or agreed-upon re
porting procedure, especially for what 
we will have to use as the baseline 
year. 

Currently, States define their terms 
and define how they report. Some 
States only report hospital procedures, 
and public health officials extrapolate 
the other numbers. In the case of at 
least one State, the most recent figures 
available are completely estimated and 
are not based upon any report. States 
that currently report high numbers or 
broadly drawn definitions stand to 
gain, while States that have been 
underreporting will have no alter
na ti ves but to continue. 

We are setting up something here 
which was well-intentioned I am sure, 
but is so open to manipulation or in
trusion into the personal lives of peo
ple that I cannot believe it can be sup
ported by anyone that has examined it, 
notwithstanding the wonderful inten
tions. 

Mr. President, I believe this new en
titlement is illogical and unwieldy. It 
could potentially cost quite a bit of 
money, but the criteria for qualifica
tion are unclear and difficult to quan
tify accurately. In this provision, we 
are attempting the very kind of social 
engineering that we have railed against 
and tried to prevent. I hope my col
leagues will join me in voting to strike 
this illegitimacy ratio. 

As I said earlier, I know it was well
intentioned, and I would be willing to 
work with those who are behind it to 
see if there are other ways that we 
could reduce teenage pregnancies in 
particular. I know that from studies 
that show there are many things that 
we could do and also enhance our edu
cational system by increasing the 
school days and more child care, all the 
kinds of things that can try to bring 
about the kind of society that does not 
seem to promote or to enhance the 
ability for young people to have preg
nancies out of wedlock. 

Mr. President, I am ready to yield 
the floor. I do not see anyone present 
at this time. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
tonight in support of an important ele
ment of the Dole welfare reform pack
age. This provision-known as the ille
gitimacy ratio bonus-will help, I be
lieve, the fight against the chronic 
problem of illegitimacy without in-

creasing the tragedy of abortion. I urge 
my colleagues to vote against striking 
it from the reform package. 

We now know, Mr. President, that 
the dramatic increase in out of wed
lock births is a chief cause of welfare 
dependency and a chief cause of a num
ber of other social pathologies. 

Children brought up without the ben
efit of two parents are six times as 
likely to be poor and to be poor longer 
than other children. They are two to 
three times as likely to have emotional 
and behavioral problems, more likely 
to dropout of school, become pregnant 
as teenagers, abuse drugs, commit 
crimes, and even commit suicide. 

This makes illegitimacy a driving 
force behind welfare dependency and 
that is doubly tragic because our wel
fare system is a significant cause of il
legitimacy. 

Welfare, as currently constituted, 
creates a vicious cycle of dependency. 
Children have babies and turn to the 
welfare system in a failed attempt to 
become "independent." Then their ba
bies, in turn, too often end up on wel
fare. 

And illegitimacy has reached epi
demic proportions in America. By the 
end of this decade, 40 percent of all 
American births will take place with
out the benefit of marriage. 

Mr. President, I believe we must stop 
the spread of this epidemic. It is de
stroying our cities and more impor
tantly, it is destroying far too many 
lives. 

One problem we face in fighting out 
of wedlock births is that no one here in 
Washington really knows what con
stitutes the total solution to the prob
lem. Circumstances in our various 
States and localities vary too widely 
for any single one size fits all Washing
ton strategy to succeed in lowering il
legitimacy. 

Thus, I believe our best course is to 
encourage the States to implement 
their own strategies to lower out of 
wedlock births. This provision, by giv
ing bonuses to States that lower ille
gitimacy ratios, would do just that. 

Mr. President, reducing illegitimacy 
is just not a function of the welfare 
system. The States must look beyond 
welfare reforms; they should pursue 
educational reforms, tax reforms, such 
things as enterprise zones and others 
to create jobs and economic oppor
tunity, things of that sort. They should 
explore ways to set up counseling cen
ters to encourage, among other things, 
responsible behavior and discourage 
out of wedlock births. All of these need 
to be part of the solution, not just 
changes in the welfare system. And 
that is why we think this bonus provi
sion is the right approach, because it 
will encourage creativity on the part of 
the States in pursuit of reforms in all 
of these areas. 

Some have expressed concern about 
the abortion language in this bonus 

provision. But I just point out the fol
lowing: 

One, this provision does not affect 
any abortion laws. 

Two, it does not take a position, pro 
or con, on the issue of abortion. 

Three, it does not penalize or punish 
any State in terms of their Federal 
funding. 

Four, it brings about no changes in 
the requirements as to the reporting of 
names of individuals having abortions, 
or anything along that line. 

Now, as I have talked to Members of 
the Senate, both those who are pro-life 
and pro-choice advocates, I have not 
found anyone who wants to see the rate 
of abortions go up. Indeed, pro-choice 
advocates tell me they want abortions 
to be safe, legal, and rare. And I believe 
them. To me, "rare" means as many, 
or fewer, abortions than we have 
today-not more. Therefore, no one 
should find this bonus provision objec
tionable. It is designed to encourage 
States to experiment with various new 
strategies to reduce illegitimacy, ex
cept the strategy of encouraging more 
abortions. 

I know some think that somehow 
that would produce new restrictions at 
the State level and, in some way or an
other, on abortion. All I can say is this, 
Mr. President. In this country, the 
abortion debates have been raised in 
the State Houses for 20-plus years. If 
there were going to be restrictions, 
they would be imposed on the basis of 
the debates we have already had. I do 
not believe the potential availability of 
these bonus dollars-only available if 
somehow this remarkable increase in 
illegitimacy were reduced-would be 
the final factor in causing a State to 
take action to change, in any way, or 
make their abortion laws more restric
tive. 

In my judgment, this provision gives 
us a constructive means by which to 
attack a serious problem. By giving 
goals to the States, and rewards for 
meeting those goals, we will encourage 
them to develop strategies for fighting 
out of wedlock births. By leaving to 
the States the formulation of particu
lar rules and programs, we will encour
age experimentation in a variety of 
strategies aimed at addressing a vari
ety of circumstances. 

Without increasing abortions, this 
provision will reduce illegitimacy, and 
thereby reduce the welfare rolls and in
crease opportunity for everyone. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
striking it from the bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

commend the Senator from Michigan 
for his excellent statement, and there 
is little that I disagree with in what he 
said. 

However, I point out that he has not, 
in any way, answered any of the ques
tions I raised about how this would 
work and that the figures I gave were 
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inaccurate. That is, very simply, that 
if a State, one time, reduces its rates 
in order to comply with the bill and 
never does anything more, but holds 
them where they are, they would be 
able to get the full 10 percent bonus for 
the full term of the bill, which could 
mean as much as-totally, if all the 
States did it, $1.6 billion a year; and 
that there is no provision in the bill for 
that money, other than it is entitle
ment and therefore it would be taken 
from other areas in order to fund it. I 
think that is one area that ought to be 
remembered. 

Secondly, also, the base year-there 
was no correction in the facts I gave 
about the fact that there is no accurate 
data available for the 1995 base year, 
which would be used for that. Nor was 
there any contradiction to my state
ment that by shifting out of wedlock 
births to other States, or Canada, or 
wherever else, it would not be possible 
to reach that ratio with no real de
crease in out of wedlock births; nor the 
fact that there is no definition here for 
abortion, so that the results of what 
would happen for a State could well be 
determined entirely upon abortion 
definitions, which are nowhere in
cluded, and vary from jurisdiction to 
jurisdiction. 

I would like to join my good friend 
from Michigan in trying to find ways 
that we could provide workable and ap
propriate incentives to be able to re
duce the out of wedlock births, espe
cially among our young people. But I 
just urge my colleagues to realize that 
this one has some serious problems, 
and I hope they will remove it from the 
bill with my amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Vermont and I are good 
friends and are in large agreement on 
most of this I see, but obviously there 
are certain things that we do not have 
full agreement on. 

Let me comment on a couple of the 
points that were made. First and fore
most is that before any benefits or bo
nuses are going to be realized, we real
ly do have to produce something that 
has not been produced in this country 
in a long time. That is a decrease in 
the number of out-of-wedlock births. 

Now I think I am probably one of the 
Members of this Chamber who has 
voted time after time to make sure we 
do not spend the taxpayers' money un
wisely and have tried very hard here to 
establish what I think are priorities for 
spending. 

I, too, am concerned whenever we 
spend money here, even if it is $75 or 
$80 million here and in a budget of $1.5 
trillion. 

The reason that I am supporting this 
so strongly is because I can think of 
very few spending priorities that we 
could possibly establish that would be 
more important to the future of our 
Nation and would more directly ad-

dress the problems we confront than 
the priority of encouraging a nation
wide effort to reduce illegitimate 
births. 

I think in the long run there will be 
more savings than spending because to 
the extent that we end this problem, 
we reduce this problem, there will be 
benefits for many. 

Separately, when we set priorities 
here I do not disagree with the Senator 
from Vermont when we talk about job 
training and education and so on. I 
think this priority is one that Ameri
cans across the board agree on ought to 
be at the top of our list. These dollars 
only get spent if we succeed in address
ing the problem. They do not get spent 
if we fail. 

I think at least in my State most 
people would say that establishing this 
type of incentive system is the step in 
the right direction of trying to bring 
attention to this problem and trying to 
give States the kind of encouragement 
I think they need to change and to 
adopt a broad set of policies-not just 
welfare policies but education policies. 
As I said in my remarks, perhaps 
changes in tax codes, perhaps in vi ting 
private entities to play a greater role 
in helping teens at risk and so on. 

I think this will be the outcome. I 
hope that our colleagues who have 
talked, and many, many have talked 
about the out-of-wedlock birth problem 
will come to see this. 

I do not think anybody has the per
fect solution. The reason I so strongly 
support this one is that it does not dic
tate to any State what it can or cannot 
do. If a State does not want to collect 
the data, if a State does not want to 
try to deal with the problem, it is not 
under any mandate to do it. It will not 
be punished. 

If States take up the call, if States 
join the effort, if States make positive 
progress, if States actually reduce the 
rate of illegitimate births, I think a re
ward of the sort suggested here is a 
step in a positive way in terms of set
ting our priorities. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I end 

by saying that I agree what we should 
do is have help in the States on ways 
to change behavior such that we no 
longer have out-of-wedlock births. 

I am afraid what this will do which 
States are good at, that is, in fact, very 
innovative in the ability to fiddle with 
statistics and records and gain billions 
of dollars. That, the States have al
ways been very, very good at. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2625 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Children's Fair 
Share Amendment, which has been of
fered by my friend and colleague from 
Florida, Senator GRAHAM. 

As we d~bate ways to reform our wel
fare system, we should constantly re
mind ourselves that what we have be
fore us is more than just words and 

rhetoric, more than just political 
points to score, more than just sound 
bites for the next town meeting. What 
we have before us in reality, Mr. Presi
dent, is the quality of life of the chil
dren who live in poverty in United 
States of America. 

These children did not make any mis
takes, Mr. President. They did not lose 
a job or miss a house payment or have 
their marriage crumble around them. 
By and large, they do not have the ca
pacity to fix the economic problems 
their families struggle with each day
even if they wanted to and tried. 

They were just born poor-or their 
families became poor. And they are our 
future, Mr. President. 

This amendment is a valuable addi
tion to this debate because it is based 
on a simple premise which I believe is 
fair and unassailable. It takes the 
money we have decided as a nation to 
spend on poverty programs and it allo
cates that money to our fifty states 
based on where poor children actually 
live. 

The only variations from this 
premise is the inclusion of a small 
state minimum allocation, and the in
clusion of a 50-percent annual transi
tion period. 

Otherwise, our Federal dollars go to 
where poor children live. Funding allo
cations are updated annually and based 
on census data reflecting the 3 previous 
years numbers of children living in 
poverty. 

Mr. President, without this amend
ment, block grants are frozen in the 
underlying bill at fiscal year 1994 fund
ing levels. While this advantages high 
benefit, low growth States, it severely 
disadvantages low-benefit, high-growth 
States, like Virginia. I am extremely 
concerned that the supplemental fund
ing included in the bill, while helpful, 
will simply not be enough to enable my 
fast-growing State to responsibly meet 
the needs of our most vulnerable chil
dren. 

I served as Governor of Virginia, be
tween January, 1982 and January 1986. 
During that time, the Commonwealth 
increased its AFDC benefit twice-once 
in 1984 and once in 1985-and it has not 
increased its AFDC benefit since. Be
tween 1970 and 1994, Virginia's AFDC 
benefit lost 58 percent in value when 
adjusted for inflation. 

To me, locking in enormous funding 
disparities between States is bad public 
policy. It disadvantages poor children 
in many States, Mr. President, chil
dren who deserve a better quality of 
life, children who should expect to re
ceive one from this Congress. 

Mr. President, we can argue welfare 
reform on ideological grounds. We can 
argue over how much money we should 
spend. But Mr. President, when we 
argue about where that money should 
go, that is an easy one. It should go to 
the children. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important amendment. 
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Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak in opposition to the 
proposed fair share amendment to 
change the amount of Federal funds 
States receive for welfare reform. 

I cannot stand here today and vote 
for a formula that will penalize my 
State of Maryland in order to reward 
other States that have been unwilling 
to help themselves over the past dec
ades. 

Our current welfare system says to 
States that if you are a poor state, we 
will give you more Federal dollars. We 
do this through a Federal match. Some 
States are told that for every dollar 
you spend, we will give you a dollar. 
That is what Maryland is told. Other 
poorer States are told that for every 
dollar you spend, we will give you two. 
That may seem unfair, but we have 
done that because we know some 
States are less well off. Even under this 
system, States must still decide just 
how much they want to spend. Some 
States, including Maryland, I am proud 
to say, have placed a high priority on 
ending poverty. 

The amendment before us will take 
all the Federal dollars we currently 
spend and give more to States that 
have a history of little commitment to 
welfare reform. We do that by taking 
from States that have made a great ef
fort at ending poverty. This is not an 
approach that will create welfare re
form. Instead we will force States to 
fight each other for limited resources. 

Mr. President, changing the funding 
formula in a bad bill is a lot like mov
ing around the furniture on the deck of 
the Titanic. We need to do more then 
that. We need real welfare reform. One 
step in that direction is to vote this 
amendment down. 

COMMUNITY COLLEGE PARTICIPATION UNDER 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the origi
nal Workforce Development Act provi
sions contained in the bill before us 
made dramatic changes to the Federal 
role in job training and vocational edu
cation. Initially, I had some serious 
concerns about the insufficient atten
tion that the bill paid to the impor
tance that community colleges play in 
the delivery of those services. I had 
two major concerns. First, that rep
resentatives from community colleges 
should actively participate in the de
velopment of the work force education 
plan. Second, I submitted that the head 
of the State's community college sys
tem should be included as a member of 
the collaborative process that the Gov
ernor must work with while writing 
the State strategic plan. 

Mr. President, today I am pleased to 
say that due to the cooperation and 
collaborative efforts of my colleagues 
on the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources, those concerns have been 
addressed. 

Mr. President, I would like to enter 
into a colloquy with Senator KAssE-

BAUM to clarify the modifications to 
the work force training provisions of 
the bill. 

Mr. President, community colleges 
are one of the major providers of adult 
job training and postsecondary voca
tional education in this country. These 
institutions have close and positive re
lationships with secondary schools, 
elected officials, and local business and 
industry leaders. There are over 1,200 of 
these institutions, located in every cor
ner of each of our States including over 
30 from my home State of Michigan. As 
you know, these institutions are ex
tremely concerned about their ability 
to continue to provide high quality 
education and training services that 
will be beneficial to the community, in 
light of the consolidated work force 
system created by the bill reported out 
of the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

With this in mind, I would like to get 
a clarification of the role that commu
nity colleges will play in the new job 
training system. I would like to ask 
my distinguished colleague from Kan
sas, the chair of the Labor and Human 
Resources Committee, Senator KASSE
BAUM, what role do you envision for 
these institutions in the new job train
ing system? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. This legislation 
. is clearly intended to provide Federal 
financial support for the education and 
training of all segments of the work 
force in each State. The bill provides 
States the flexibility to set up struc
tures that best serve their citizens and 
I expect that States will continue to 
use the community college as a pri
mary resource, due to their past suc
cesses. 

Mr. LEVIN. I believe that post
secondary vocational education is a 
very important aspect for economic 
growth in our society. Postsecondary 
vocational programs allow an individ
ual to build on the education he or she 
received in high school, provide higher 
level skills, and equip the individual 
with a foundation for promoting a 
more constructive future. Because of 
the advancements of technology, com
munity colleges are a necessary force 
for training and retraining individuals 
who could become displaced workers. 
In Michigan, community colleges are 
the major educators for high-skilled, 
high-waged workers. The average an
nual earnings for an individual with an 
associate degree is over $5,000 a year 
higher than that for someone with only 
a high school diploma. 

Because of the importance of post
secondary vocational education, I must 
ask if this bill will alter the course of 
postsecondary education? And, if so, 
how will this bill affect postsecondary 
vocation education? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. This legislation 
consolidates programs that have pro
vided support for both secondary and 
post secondary educational programs. 

The legislation is designed to expand, 
improve, and modernize quality voca
tional education at both the secondary 
and postsecondary levels. As in current 
law, however, States will remain free 
to choose the percentage of funds they 
will allocate to secondary and post
secondary vocational education. 

Mr. LEVIN. The State planning proc
ess for the overall strategic plan and 
the State education plan will guide the 
State's work force development policy. 
The major stakeholders should have 
input into this process. Because of the 
strong involvement that community 
colleges have had across the country in 
providing education and training, com
munity colleges should play a pivotal 
role in the development of the State 
work force plan. Is there a role for the 
community college system in this re
gard? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. The State work 
force education plan is to be developed 
by the elementary and secondary agen
cy of the State. That agency must col
laborate with the postsecondary agen
cy of the State, including community 
colleges. I expect this to be meaningful 
collaboration, leading to appropriate 
support for secondary and postsecond
ary education programs in the State. 
In addition, State officials responsible 
for postsecondary education and com
munity colleges are members of the 
collaborative process the Governor 
must work with on the State st1·ategic 
plan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my colleague 
from Kansas for her support and atten
tion to this matter. 

WELFARE REFORM, LET US TREAD CAREFULLY 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, 
today, as I stand here in the U.S. Sen
ate, the winds of change swirl around 
the dome of the Capitol, and surround 
the body of the House and the Senate. 
Do not let the winds of change, how
ever, cloud our judgment and prevent 
us from carrying out our duty to pro
tect life and liberty. 

The Republican call to harness these 
winds of change is refreshing. I agree 
that there are many issues which need 
to be addressed. There is a vicious 
cycle of impoverished parents who 
raise children in poverty. Those chil
dren who do not have adequate access 
to quality education, which would 
break the cycle of dependency, con
tinue to spin a wheel of poverty, and 
languishing there for the remainder of 
their lives. 

In fiscal year 1994, there were over 5 
million families on aid to families with 
dependent children (AFDC), over 14 
million individuals. I ask you how 
many of those do you surmise were 
children; 9.5 million children were on 
AFDC in fiscal year 1994. Two-thirds, 
two-thirds were children, a truly dis
turbing number. You will hear these 
numbers again and again as we debate 
welfare reform. I reference these fig
ures to impress upon your conscience 
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that we are dealing with individual 
people and not numbers. We must un
derstand the links of poverty in order 
to understand and break the chains of 
poverty. According to the U.S. Census 
Bureau, you are below the poverty line 
when income falls below three times 
the cost of an inexpensive, yet nutri
tionally adequate food budget for a 
nonfarm family. For a family of three 
in 1994 the figure was $12,320. How 
many of us could provide decent cloth
ing, food and shelter for ourself and 
two children for $12,320? 

We need welfare reform, but we first 
need to address the root problems of 
poverty; lack of education, lack of af
fordable and adequate child care, and 
access to upward social and economic 
mobility and stability. A successful so
ciety allows its citizens the oppor
tunity to educate themselves, to in
crease their opportunities and knowl
edge. It is of no benefit to society to re
move welfare recipients and place them 
into jobs with no upward mobility. 
Without the prospects of advancement 
they can only maintain the status quo 
at best and as history has taught us 
the cycle possesses a powerful 
habituation to welfare. 

We need to find good jobs for able 
bodied people in our society. Yes, the 
United States can assist its poor and 
offer them a helping hand, but we can
not continue our present pace of enti
tlement spending. To become competi
tive with the world market we must 
educate all in our society. There needs 
to be interaction between the States 
and the Federal Government to work 
in a complementary partnership to 
solve these problems. Packaging our 
problems in a nice box and ribbon and 
passing them onto the States with no 
accountability and no direction will 
not make them disappear. 

Over these past years in Oregon, the 
Governor's office, county commis
sioners, and the Oregon Workforce 
Quality Council are just a few of the 
many people who have worked together 
to enact job training legislation in Or
egon, which has been one of the most 
successful States in the Nation in mov
ing people from welfare dependency to 
work. Oregon has chosen to link public 
assistance functions with welfare-to
work services, providing a seamless 
link amongst the differing human re
source agencies. Oregon has made land
mark progress with the integration of 
education, employment and training 
programs, but the Federal Government 
also must be a part of restructuring 
the system. That is why I am pleased 
to see that my Workflex Partnership 
Demonstration project has been in
cluded in the underlying Dole amend
ment. This demonstration project al
lows the Secretaries of Education and 
Labor to designate up to 6 States in 
which Federal authority will actually 
be transferred to the State so that the 
States may make waivers of Federal 

law in the job training and education 
arena. Given the decline in discre
tionary dollars in the budget, State 
and local flexibility which promotes 
performance over paperwork is an inte
gral ingredient for success. Mr. Presi
dent, we are making progress in Oregon 
and I do not wish to be set back in our 
efforts. 

What about the States which are not 
as progressive as Oregon? How do we 
ensure they care for their poor? I agree 
with the underlying performance meas
ures in the Dole amendment which sets 
Federal standards in the form of per
formance-based outcomes and provides 
States guidance not mandates. This 
will provide an incentive to States to 
be innovative in· their State programs 
by rewarding them with a performance 
bonus. There are those who argue that 
it is perverse to reward those States 
which reduce the number of people on 
their welfare roles, but I think it just 
as perverse to reward those States who 
do nothing to reduce their welfare 
roles. In all areas, our Federal system 
penalizes States that are progressive 
and reduces them to the standards of 
the lowest common denominator. Our 
citizens expect better, they deserve 
better. 

Mr. President, I want to make it 
clear that I am committed to working 
with all interested parties in reforming 
our welfare system. I believe those that 
can work should work. As chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee I have 
directly experienced the struggle we 
face to allocate funds for our complex 
array of domestic programs. This dis
cretionary funding pays for the oper
ation of all three branches of the Gov
ernment. It pays for the roads and 
bridges of our transportation infra
structure, the loans that go to provide 
public housing, student loan assistance 
and small business assistance, our na
tional parks, and many more purposes 
which have nearly universal support. 
These funds have been drastically di
minishing over the years, while the en
titlement programs have grown. These 
entitlement programs put further pres
sure on the Appropriations Committee 
to make difficult funding decisions. 
While entitlement programs continue 
to grow, less and less will be available 
for discretionary programs. 

Our commitment to bettering the 
standard of living for those in poverty 
must not waiver. The Federal Govern
ment should encourage not impede in
novation and creativity in the States 
and private sector. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues to fashion 
a bipartisan solution that addresses 
these goals. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2488 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
unfortunately, because of a lack of 
time yesterday, I was unable · to give 
my entire statement regarding Senator 
BREAUX's partnership amendment. I 
feel strongly on this issue and would 

like to have my entire statement on 
the importance of maintenance of ef
fort submitted for the record. I know 
that earlier today, a modification was 
accepted on this issue. While I strongly 
preferred adoption of the Breaux 
amendment, I am glad to see some, 
meaningful progress on this key point. 

Anyone who argues for welfare re
form talks a lot about responsibility. 
This Senator does, too. Welfare should 
not be a hand-out for people in search 
of a free 1 unch and a way to a void 
work. Welfare reform should change 
the rules to turn government help into 
something that steps in for just as long 
as it takes to get a job or back into the 
workforce. 

But welfare is also about the respon
sibility of states and the Federal Gov
ernment to be honest partners. States 
and the Federal Government have al
ways shared the responsibility for the 
poorest families and children who exist 
everywhere in America. Unfortunately, 
the bill before the Senate is an invita
tion to States to back out of their end 
of that responsibility. When that hap
pens, when States are released from 
their financial role in welfare, some 
tragic results may be in sight. 

One reason debating welfare reform 
is so frustrating is that we find our
selves immersed in terms and language 
that do not exactly roll off the tongue. 
It is also a topic where it is far too 
tempting to simplify life, and attempt 
to divide the country between good 
people and bad people. But we all know 
that is not how life works. And we 
should know and acknowledge on this 
Senate floor that a welfare reform bill 
should deal honestly with the realities 
of America-not just the stereotypes or 
the examples that do offend all of us. 

I say that because this amendment 
raises an issue that does not leap into 
a sound-bite. It tries to preserve a con
cept called "maintenance of effort" 
that is clumsy in wording but very 
clear when it comes to responsibility 
for welfare's future. The purpose of this 
amendment is to continue a genuine di
vision of labor among the states and 
the Federal Government for poor fami
lies and children. It tries to prevent an 
abdication by State governments from 
their role in keeping a safety net under 
children and deserving parents. 

A welfare reform bill should free up 
states from needless bureaucracy and 
micro managing, no question about it. 
But welfare reform should not egg on 
states to back out of their commit
ment to their poor families and chil
dren. This amendment is the answer. It 
very clearly says to states, "you keep 
your end of the bargain, and the Fed
eral Government will keep its end." 

As a former Governor, I sincerely 
doubt that the Governors who might 
like the welfare bill before us just the 
way it is-- which frees them from the 
obligation they have always had
would ever propose the same deal when 
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MORNING BUSINESS they help communities in their States. 

Matching requirements, cost-sharing, 
burden-sharing, whatever you want to 
call it-this is a basic part of making 
sure that responsibility is spread 
around for government's functions. 

The majority leader introduced some 
modifications to the Republican wel
fare package just before the recess, and 
one involves the claim that he added a 
"maintenance-of-effort" provision. It is 
very weak, too weak-we can and we 
must do better. 

The majority leader's so-called com
promise lasts for exactly 3 years, and 
asks States to put 75 percent of a por
tion of their AFDC spending in 1994 
back in to their future welfare reform 
system. 

In fact, the Dole provision adds up to 
asking all states to invest $10 billion a 
year for just the first 3 years, with no 
basic matching requirements whatso
ever for the last 2 years on this bill. 
This leaves a gaping hole in the state's 
share if compared to the current ar
rangement across the country. The re
sult could be that $30 billion disappears 
from the safety net for families and 
children. 

What is worse is the cleverness at
tempted in how a state's share is cal
culated. The Dole bill would allow 
states to "count" State spending on a 
whole bunch of programs simply men
tioned in this bill-states would be able 
to get credit essentially for their 
spending on food stamps, SSI, and 
other programs that help low-income 
people toward meeting the require
ment; that means that money for pro
grams not specifically directed to fi
nancing basic welfare for children 
could easily count towards the so
called "maintenance of effort." Again, 
this is an invitation to States to back 
out of keeping up their basic, historical 
responsibility for children. 

Remember, it is the children who are 
two out of every three people who get 
basic welfare. It will be the children 
who will be hurt when states back out 
of their spending on welfare because 
Congress passed a bill that invites 
them to do just that. 

Our amendment does not ask States 
to raise a penny more for welfare. Fed
eral-state partnerships and matching 
arrangements are common sense-they 
promote accountability, and they are 
used to finance Medicaid, highways, 
clean water efforts, and education pro
grams. And on this topic of welfare, 
here is a bill that now says Uncle Sam 
will write the billion dollar checks, but 
Governors can write all rules. If that 
means backing out of the States' re
sponsibility for poor families and chil
dren, be our guest. 

Right now, State revenues represent 
about 45 percent of the resources spent 
in America on welfare. If the Federal 
Government is about to send almost 
$17 billion a year to States in a block 
grant with tremendous flexibility, we 

should ask States to contribute their 
fair share. This is the way to promote 
fiscal accountability and responsibil
ity. 

Mr. President, we should simply cor
rect this part of the bill with the 
BREAUX amendment-an amendment 
that requires States to maintain their 
historical responsibility for millions of 
children and families. 

The stakes are high and serious. We 
know that when children are aban
doned, the future of the rest of Amer
ica is dimmed. 

In other words, there are real con
sequences to rejecting this amend
ment. Without States maintaining this 
investment, there will not be enough 
money-not nearly enough-for child 
care for parents to move to work or for 
the job placement and training that 
some parents need to get into real jobs. 
A few years from now, we will be on 
this floor wondering how a bill 
packaged with such bold promises of 
change and reform resulted in so lit
tle-and perhaps we will be here trying 
to repair the damage of backing the 
country out of an honest, direct com
mitment to children. 

The Breaux amendment calls for the 
preservation of a solid, honest Federal
State partnership for the long-term. 
We must change the welfare system 
and the rules. We are all ready to be 
tougher about who gets welfare. That 
means giving States much greater 
flexibility. But it is irresponsible to 
send checks to states accompanied 
with an invitation to back out of their 
own commitment to families and chil
dren. 

Personally, I believe that taxpayers 
are willing to help feed and shelter the 
children who are not the ones to blame 
for their parents' unemployment or 
poverty. Surveys even show that 71 
percent of Americans believe needy 
families should get benefits as long as 
they work. Time and time again, it is 
clear that work and responsibility are 
what the public cares about. They are 
not asking us to solve problems with 
slogans and gimmicks. 

Real reform is what we should de
liver. Let us be serious about welfare 
reform, let us be honest, and let us deal 
in the real world of America. We should 
make some necessary changes to the 
Dole bill to ensure that every parent 
who can work, does. We should keep 
needy children in our hearts, and keep 
compassion for them in this bill. And 
we should preserve the basic idea that 
states must do their part. 

This should be a bipartisan amend
ment, and it deserves support. This is 
exactly when and where the political 
rhetoric should be put aside, and where 
the bill should be changed to continue 
into the future a true partnership be
tween states and the Federal Govern
ment that will help determine what 
kind of country we will be. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, since 
there are no further Sena tors planning 
to offer their amendments tonight, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the sky

rocketing Federal debt, now soaring to
ward $5 trillion, has been fueled for a 
generation now by bureaucratic hot 
air-and it is sort of like the weather
everybody talks about it but almost 
nobody did much about it until imme
diately after the elections in November 
1994. 

But when the new 104th Congress 
convened this past January, the U.S. 
House of Representatives quickly ap
proved a balanced budget amendment 
to the U.S. Constitution. On the Senate 
side, all but one of the 54 Republicans 
supported the balanced budget amend
ment-that was the good news. 

The bad news was that only 13 Demo
crats supported it-which killed hopes 
for a balanced budget amendment for 
the time being. Since a two-thirds 
vote-67 Senators, if all Senator's are 
present-is necessary to approve a con
stitutional amendment, the proposed 
Senate amendment failed by one vote. 
There will be another vote either this 
year or in 1996. 

Here is today's bad debt boxscore: 
As of the close of business Tuesda~, 

September 12, the federal debt-down 
to the penny-stood at exactly 
$4,964,465,905,748.40 or $18,845.20 for 
every man, woman, and child on a per 
capita basis. 

CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY 
ACT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, ear
lier this year, Congress overwhelm
ingly passed the Congressional Ac
countability Act which was signed into 
law by the President. The purpose of 
the act was to clarify that we cannot 
pass laws applying to the private sec
tor that do not apply to us as well. 

After many years of pursuing this 
legislative initiative, I was pleased 
with the final outcome of the act. 

A concern has been raised that the 
welfare bill before us today is not clear 
on the issue of congressional coverage. 

If the leader would indulge me, I 
would like to enter into a colloquy ad
dressing this concern. 

Mr. Leader, is it the intent of the leg
islation in section 453(a) of title 9, the 
child support enforcement title of the 
bill, to include Senators and Congress
men in the definition of "any govern
mental entity"? 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. 
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Are committees of 

the House of Representatives, the Sen
ate, and joint committees included in 
the definition of "any governmental 
entity"? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes, that is the intent. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Are any other of

fices headed by a person with final au
thority to appoint, hire, discharge, and 
set the terms, conditions, or privileges 
of employment of an employee of the 
House of Representatives or the Senate 
covered by the definition of "any gov
ernmental entity"? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes, that is correct. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Finally, are the 

Capitol Guide Board, the Capitol Police 
Board, the Congressional Budget Of
fice, the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol, and the Office of the Attending 
Physician also included in the defini
tion of "any governmental entity"? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. The intent of the 
term "any governmental entity" is to 
cover every level of government-in ef
fect, Federal State, or local govern
ment; and, to cover every branch of 
government-in effect, executive, legis
lative, judicial, or administrative. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the leader 
for this clarification. 

I would not want Congress to pass a 
law with such far-reaching effects 
without the requirements applying 
equally to Members as well. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 12:39 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House had passed the 
bill (S. 895) to amend the Small Busi
ness Act to reduce the level of partici
pation by the Small Business Adminis
tration in certain loans guaranteed by 
the Administration, and for other pur
poses, with amendments; that it insists 
upon its amendments and asks a con
ference with the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on; and appoints Mrs. MEYERS of Kan
sas, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. 
LAFALCE, and Mr. POSHARD as the man
agers of the conference on the part of 
the House. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-1412. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, the report under the Imported 
Vehicle Safety Compliance Act for calendar 
year 1994; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1413. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, the report under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 for calendar 
year 1992; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1414. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of the implementation of the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act 
for fiscal year 1994; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1415. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of the Interior (Land and Min
erals Management), transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of royalty management 
and delinquent account collection activities 
during fiscal year 1994; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1416. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Energy Information Ad
ministration, Department of Energy, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
annual energy review for calendar year 1994; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1417. A communication from the Assist
ant Comptroller General of the Resources, 
Community, and Economic Development Di
vision, General Accounting Office, transmit
ting, a report entitled "The Department of 
Energy: A Framework for Restructing DOE 
and Its Missions", to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1418. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on voluntary supply commit
ment efforts; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1419. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the Energy Efficiency Com
mercialization Ventures Program Plan; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1420. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the status of technologies 
for combining coal with other materials; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1421. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report on the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve for the period April 1 through June 
30, 1995; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-1422. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report for the Demonstration and 
Commercial Application of Renewable En
ergy and Energy Efficiency Technologies 
Program; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. BOND, from the Committee on Ap

propriations, with amendments: 
H.R. 2099. A bill making appropriations for 

the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com
missions, corporations, and offices for fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1996, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 104-140). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. COCHRAN: 
S. 1235. A bill to amend· the Federal Crop 

Insurance Act to authorize the Secretary of 

Agriculture to provide supplemental crop 
disaster assistance under certain cir
cumstances, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. KOHL, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. KYL, Mr. BUMPERS, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. SIMPSON, 
and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 1236. A bill to establish a commission to 
advise the President on proposals for na
tional commemorate events; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. ABRA
HAM, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. THUR
MOND): 

S. 1237. A bill to amend certain provisions 
of law relating to child pornography, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. GREGG: 
S. 1238. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide greater flexi
bility and choice under the Medicare Pro
gram; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. FORD, 
and Mr. HOLLINGS): 

S. 1239. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, with respect to the regulation 
of interstate transportation by common car
riers engaged in civil aviation, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. 
PELL): 

S. Res. 171. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate with respect to the sec
ond anniversary of the signing of the Israeli
Palestinian Declaration of Principles; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

STATEMENTS OF INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. COCHRAN: 
S. 1235. A bill to amend the Federal 

Crop Insurance Act to authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to provide 
supplemental crop disaster assistance 
under certain circumstances, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

THE FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE ACT 
AMENDMENT ACT OF 1995 

• Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, over 
the last 2 months cotton crops in many 
counties in Mississippi have suffered 
severe damage due to unusually high 
insect infestations. It is estimated that 
over 160,000 acres of cotton have been 
damaged amounting to a loss of over 
$100 million. This devastation has not 
only struck Mississippi, but Texas, 
Alabama, Tennessee, Arkansas, and 
Georgia as well. Early estimates pro
vided by the National Cotton Council, 
State extension services, and State de
partments of agriculture show approxi
mately 1.6 million acres affected all to
gether with over $700 million losses to 
farmers. 
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s. 1236 Cotton farmers have spent large 

amounts of money trying to control 
these infestations. Many in my State 
will not even harvest their crops be
cause of the extensive damage. Many 
will have crop yields so low that they 
will not even be able to recover their 
production costs. 

Farmers have catastrophic crop in
surance coverage which was mandated 
in the Federal Crop Insurance Act of 
1994 as a requirement for participation 
in the cotton program. However, the 
damages from this disaster will far ex
ceed this coverage. 

I am introducing legislation which 
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture 
to provide supplemental crop disaster 
assistance in addition to benefits pro
vided in the Crop Insurance Reform 
Act of 1994, if the Secretary determines 
that an extraordinary disaster situa
tion exists. 

The Government's Catastrophic Crop 
Insurance program is not sufficient to 
help the farmers in the situation they 
are to recover and stay in business. 
More must be done. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this bill.• 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. BUMPERS, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. SIMPSON, and 
Mr. KERRY): 

S. 1236. A bill to establish a commis
sion to advise the President on propos
als for national commemorate events; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE NATIONAL COMMEMORATIVE EVENTS ACT 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 

to introduce the National Commemora
tive Events Advisory Act, the purpose 
of which is to create a Presidential ad
visory commission tasked with review
ing the merit of proposed commemora
tive observances. 

Mr. President, we simply must find 
an alternative way to review and limit 
the hundreds of congressionally spon
sored commemorative resolutions. 
These resolutions are intended to 
honor worthy causes by setting aside a 
particular day, week, month, or year as 
a time of special recognition. In prin
ciple, this is a noble idea. But, regret
tably, in recent years our zeal for com
memoratives has gotten entirely out of 
hand. 

During the 95th Congress, we had 57 
commemoratives. In the 99th Congress, 
a high-water mark was reached when 
275 commemoratives were passed. In 
the lOOth, lOlst, 102d, and 103d Con
gresses, the totals fell slightly. How
ever, it is shocking to note that during 
each of these four Congresses, com
memoratives accounted for over 30 per
cent of all public laws passed by Con
gress. 

There is a very tangible cost to this 
excess, beginning with the fact that 
the laborious process of enlisting co-

sponsors and passing commemorative 
bills have become a major drain on our 
time as well as on the time of our 
staffs. There is also a cost in 
trivializing the whole idea of com
memorative observances. We have all 
noticed a kind of Gresham's law at 
work, with the proliferation of bad 
commemoratives driving out of cir
culation the truly worthy commemora
tives. 

To put it bluntly, Mr. President, this 
bill is designed to save us from our
selves-to save us from good intentions 
run amok. The bill would create a 
President's Advisory Commission on 
National Commemorative Events, 
which would have the task of conduct
ing an independent merit review of 
commemorative proposals. Congress 
would no longer pass commemorative 
resolutions. Instead, the proposed advi
sory commission would be charged 
with the sole function of reviewing pro
posals for national commemorative 
even ts making positive or negative rec
ommendations to the President. 

This Presidential advisory commis
sion is an idea whose time has come. It 
would streamline the process of consid
ering proposals, while saving the Con
gress considerable time and resources. 
In addition, it would provide for a fair 
and impartial review of the hundreds of 
commemorative proposals submitted 
by a large and growing number of con
stituent groups. 

There are a number of differing pro
jections comparing the relative costs 
of passing commemorative through 
Congress and through an independent 
commission. To be accurate, these cal
culations need to take full account of 
the staff time now devoted to handling 
commemoratives in Congress. 

Mr. President, I am well aware that 
commemoratives are both a curse and 
a blessing for Members of Congress. 
They are enormously time consuming. 
However, they are also perceived as an 
important vehicle for winning the 
favor of worthy causes and special in
terests. 

I myself sponsored an amendment to 
the 1994 crime bill to designate May 1, 
1995, as Law Day, U.S.A., to honor our 
Nation's law enforcement profes
sionals. However, I am confident of the 
merit of this Law Day commemorative 
and would be happy to subject it to 
independent review by the proposed ad
visory commission. 

Mr. President, I urge my fellow Sen
ators to join me in supporting this bill. 
We can best honor all our constituents 
not by passing commemorative after 
commemorative, but by applying our
selves to substantive legislation that 
will make a real difference in our con
stituent's lives. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National 
Commemorative Events Advisory Act". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the preparation and consideration of 

the multitude of bills proposing particular 
days, weeks, months, or years for recogni
tion through Presidential proclamation un
duly burdens the Congress and consumes an 
inordinate amount of time; 

(2) such proposals could be more efficiently 
considered by a commission whose sole func
tion would be to review proposals for na
tional commemorative events and to make 
positive or negative recommendations there
on to the President; 

(3) such a commission would streamline 
the process by which such proposals are cur
rently considered and save the Congress con
siderable time and resources which could be 
devoted to matters of more pressing national 
concern; and 

(4) such a commission would better ensure 
the impartial review of proposals for na
tional commemorative events generated by a 
wide variety of constituent groups. 
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-There shall be established 
a commission to be known as the "Presi
dent's Advisory Commission on National 
Commemorative Events" (hereafter in this 
Act referred to as the "Commission"). 

(b) MEMBERS.-The Commission shall be 
composed of 11 members of whom-

(1) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
after consultation with the majority and mi
nority leaders of the House of Representa
tives; 

(2) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate, after 
consultation with the majority and minority 
leaders of the Senate; and 

(3) 7 members shall be appointed by the 
President. 

(c) QUALIFICATIONS.-(1) All members of the 
Commission shall be citizens of the United 
States. 

(2) Members appointed under subsection 
(b)(3}-

(A) to the greatest extent possible, shall 
represent a wide range of educational, geo
graphical, and professional backgrounds; and 

(B) may not be Members of Congress. 
(d) TERMS.-(1) Except as provided in para

graph (2), each member shall be appointed 
for a term of 2 years. 

(2) Of the members first appointed under 
subsection (b)(3) the President shall des
ignate-

(A) 3 who shall be appointed for 1 year; and 
(B) 4 who shall be appointed for 2 years. 
(3) If a member was appointed to the Com

mission as a Member of Congress and the 
member ceases to be a Member of Congress, 
that member may continue as a member for 
not longer than the 30-day period beginning 
on the date that member ceases to be a Mem
ber of Congress. 

(e) VACANCIES.-A vacancy shall be filled in 
the manner in which the original appoint
ment was made. A vacancy in the Commis
sion shall not affect its powers. Any member 
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring before 
the expiration of the term for which the 
member's predecessor was appointed shall be 
appointed only for the remainder of such 
term. 
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(f) CHAmMAN.-The Chairman of the Com

mission shall be designated by the President 
from among the members under subsection 
(b)(3). The term of office of the Chairman 
shall be 2 years. 

(g) QuoRUM.-6 members of the Commis
sion shall constitute a quorum. Action by a 
quorum shall be necessary for the Commis
sion to issue a recommendation under sec
tion 6(d). 

(h) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall meet 
on at least a quarterly basis. Meetings shall 
be held in the District of Columbia. 

(i) PAY.-(1) Except as provided in para
graph (2), each member of the Commission 
shall be paid the daily equivalent of the max
imum rate of basic pay payable for grade 
GS-15 of the General Schedule for each day, 
including traveltime, during which such 
member is performing duties of the Commis
sion. 

(2) Members of the Commission who are 
full-time officers or employees of the United 
States or Members of Congress may not re
ceive additional pay for service on the Com
mission. 

(j) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-While away from 
their homes or regular places of business in 
the performance of services for the Commis
sion, members of the Commission shall be al
lowed travel expenses, including a per diem 
allowance in lieu of subsistence, in the same 
manner as persons employed intermittently 
in the Government service are allowed travel 
expenses under section 5703 of title 5 of the 
United States Code. 
SEC. 4. STAFF. 

(a) LIMITATION ON STAFF.-The Commission 
may not employ staff personnel. 

(b) DETAIL OF STAFF FROM FEDERAL AGEN
CIES.-Any Federal employee may be de
tailed to the Commission without reimburse
ment, and such detail shall be without inter
ruption or loss of civil service status or 
privilege. 
SEC. 5. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) HEARINGS.-The Commission may, for 
the purpose of carrying out this Act, hold 
such hearings, take such testimony, and re
ceive such evidence, as it considers appro
priate. 

(b) GIFTS.-The Commission may accept, 
use, and dispose of gifts or donations of serv
ices or property, but not from a source hav
ing a direct interest in any matter before the 
Commission. 

(c) MAILS.-The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other depart
ments and agencies of the United States. 

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.
The Administrator of General Services shall 
provide to the Commission, on a reimburs
able basis, such administrative support serv
ices as the Commission may request. 
SEC. 6. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) CRITERIA.-The Commission shall estab
lish criteria for recommending to the Presi
dent that a proposed commemorative event 
be approved or disapproved. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS.-The Com
mission shall establish and publish in the 
Federal Register procedures for submitting 
proposals for national commemorative 
events to the Commission. 

(c) REVIEW OF PROPOSALS.-The Commis
sion shall review all proposals submitted to 
it in accordance with subsection (b). 

(d) RECOMMENDATION TO THE PRESIDENT.
The Commission shall issue a recommenda
tion to the President for approval or dis
approval of each proposal submitted to it in 
accordance with subsection (b). Each rec
ommendation shall be accompanied by a 
brief explanation of such recommendation. 

(e) LIMITATION ON DESIGNATION OF 
EVENTS.- The Commission shall not issue a 
recommendation to the President for ap
proval of an event which commemorates--

(1) a commercial enterprise, industry, spe
cific product, or fraternal, political, busi
ness, labor, or sectarian organization; 

(2) a particular State or any political sub
division thereof, city, town, county, school , 
or institution of higher learning; or 

(3) a living person. 
(f) NONPERMANENT DESIGNATIONS.-(1) Any 

day, week, month, year, or other specified 
period of time designated by the Commission 
for commemoration of an event may not be 
designated for a date or time period which 
begins more than 1 year after the date such 
designation is made. 

(2) No event which is commemorated by a 
day, week, month, year, or other specified 
period of time designated by the Commission 
may be commemorated by another designa
tion within a single calendar year. 
SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATE; COMMENCEMENT AND 

TERMINATION PROVISIONS. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This Act shall take 

effect on January 1, 1996. 
(b) COMMENCEMENT; TERMINATION.-(1) 

Members of the Commission shall be ap
pointed, and the Commission shall first 
meet, within 90 days after the effective date 
of this Act. 

(2) The Commission shall terminate 5 years 
after the date on which it first meets. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 1237. A bill to amend certain provi
sions of law relating to child pornog
raphy, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE CHILD PORNOGRAPHY PREVENTION ACT OF 
1995 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is im
possible for any decent American not 
to be outraged by child pornography 
and the sexual exploitation of children. 
Such material is a plague upon our 
people and the moral fabric of this 
great Nation. 

And, as a great Nation, I believe that 
we have both the constitutional right 
and moral obligation to protect our 
children from those who, motivated by 
profit or perversion or both, would 
abuse, exploit, and degrade the weakest 
and most vulnerable members of our 
society. 

Current Federal law dealing with 
child pornography reflects the over
whelming bipartisan consensus which 
has always existed, both in Congress 
and in the country, that there is no 
place for such filth even in a free soci
ety and that those who produce or ped
dle this reprehensible material must be 
made to feel the full weight of the law 
and suffer a punishment reflective of 
the seriousness of their offense. 

As with many of our criminal stat
utes, however, effective enforcement of 
our laws against child pornography 
today faces a new obstacle: The crimi
nal use, or misuse, of new technology 
which• is outside the scope of existing 
statutes. In order to close this com
puter-generated loophole and to give 
our law enforcement authorities the 
tools they need to stem the increasing 

flow of high-tech child pornography, I 
am today introducing the Child Por
nography Prevention Act of 1995. 

The necessity for prompt legislative 
action amending our existing Federal 
child pornography statutes to cover 
the use of computer technology in the 
production of such material was viv
idly illustrated by a recent story in the 
Washington Times. This story, dated 
July 23, 1995, reported the conviction in 
Canada of a child pornographer who 
copied innocuous pictures of children 
from books and catalogs onto a com
puter, altered the images to remove 
the childrens' clothing, and then ar
ranged the children in to sexual posi
tions. According to Canadian police, 
these sexual scenes involved not only 
adults and children, but also animals. 

Even more shocking than the occur
rence of this type of repulsive conduct 
is the fact that, under current Federal 
law, those pictures, depicting naked 
children involved in sex with other 
children, adults, and even animals, 
would not be prosecutable as child por
nography. That is because current Fed
eral child pornography and sexual ex
ploitation of children laws, United 
States Code title 18, sections 2251, 
2251A, and 2252, cover only visual depic
tions of children engaging in sexually 
explicit conduct whose production in
volved the use of a minor engaging in 
such conduct; materials such as photo
graphs, films, and videotapes. 

Today, however, visual depictions of 
children engaging in any imaginable 
forms of sexual conduct can be pro
duced entirely by computer, without 
using children, thereby placing such 
depictions outside the scope of Federal 
law. Computers can also be used to 
alter sexually explicit photographs, 
films, and videos in such a way as to 
make it virtually impossible for pros
ecutors to identify individuals, or to 
prove that the offending material was 
produced using children. 

The problem is simple: While Federal 
law has failed to keep pace with tech
nology, the purveyors of child pornog
raphy have been right on line with it. 
This bill will help to correct that prob
lem. 

The Child Pornography Prevention 
Act of 1995, which includes a statement 
of congressional findings as to harm, 
both to children and adults, resulting 
from child pornography, has three 
major prov1s1ons. First, it would 
amend United States Code title 18, sec
tion 2256, to establish, for the first 
time, a specific, comprehensive, Fed
eral statutory definition of child por
nography. Under this bill, any visual 
depiction, such as a photograph, film, 
videotape or computer image, which is 
produced by any means, including elec
tronically by computer, of sexually ex
plicit conduct will be classified as child 
pornography if: (a) its production in
volved the use of a minor engaging in 
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sexually explicit conduct; or (b) it de
picts, or appears to depict, a minor en
gaging in sexually explicit conduct; or 
(c) it is promoted or advertised as de
picting a minor engaging in sexually 
explicit conduct. 

Second, this bill amends the existing 
statutory definition of sexually ex
plicit conduct contained at section 2256 
to include the lascivious exhibition of 
the buttocks of any minor or the 
breast of any female minor. 

Finally, this bill would protect the 
Federal Government, State and local 
governments, and State and local law 
enforcement officials, from the threat 
of civil lawsuits and the awarding of 
damages as the result of searches and 
seizures made in connection with child 
pornography investigations or prosecu
tions. 

Current Federal law, United States 
Code title 42, section 2000aa, includes 
exceptions to the Privacy Protection 
Act allowing certain searches and sei
zures, where the offense consists of the 
receipt, possession, or communication 
of information pertaining to the na
tional defense, classified information 
or restricted data. 

This bill would extend that exception 
to offenses involving the production, 
possession, sale or distribution of child 
pornography, the sexual exploitation of 
children, or the sale or purchase of 
children, activities which enjoy abso
lutely no first amendment protection. 

Because there have already been sev
eral bills or amendments introduced 
during this session of Congress pertain
ing to computer telecommunications 
and the transmission on the Internet of 
obscene or indecent material, which 
have been the subject of extensive and 
on-going comment and debate both 
here in the Senate and in the country 
at large, let me emphasize that the bill 
I am introducing today is not a tele
communications bill and does not pro
pose new or expanded restrictions or 
regulations with respect to the Infor
mation Superhighway. 

Child pornography is a particularly 
pernicious evil, something that no civ
ilized society can or should tolerate. It 
poisons the minds and spirits of our 
youth. It permanently records the vic
tim's degradation and abuse, and can 
haunt those children for years to come. 
It fuels the growth of organized crime. 
It encourages the activities of 
pedophiles and can be used to seduce 
even more young victims. Congress can 
and should act, promptly and deci
sively, to close any loophole in stat
utes designed to protect our children 
from the kind of threat and harm posed 
by child pornography. 

I strongly urge the Senate to prompt
ly pass the Child Pornography Preven
tion Act of 1995. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1237 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Child Por
nography Prevention Act of 1995". 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that---
(1) the use of children in the production of 

sexually explicit material, including photo
graphs, films, videos, computer images, and 
other visual depictions, is a form of sexual 
abuse which can result in physical or psycho
logical harm, or both, to the children in
volved; 

(2) child pornography permanently records 
the victim's abuse, and its continued exist
ence causes the child victims of sexual abuse 
continuing harm by haunting those children 
in future years; 

(3) child pornography is often used as part 
of a method of seducing other children into 
sexual activity; a child who is reluctant to 
engage in sexual activity with an adult, or to 
pose for sexually explicit photographs, can 
sometimes be convinced by viewing depic
tions of other children "having fun" partici
pating in such activity; 

(4) prohibiting the possession and viewing 
of child pornography encourages the posses
sors of such material to destroy them, there
by helping to protect the victims of child 
pornography and to eliminate the market for 
the sexually exploitative use of children; and 

(5) the elimination of child pornography 
and the protection of children from sexual 
exploitation provide a compelling govern
mental interest for prohibiting the produc
tion, distribution, possession, or viewing of 
child pornography. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 2256 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) in paragraph (2)(E), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: ", or the but
tocks of any minor, or the breast of any fe
male minor"; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by inserting before the 
semicolon the following: ", and data stored 
pn computer disk or by electronic means 
which is capable of conversion into a visual 
image"; 

(3) in paragraph (6), by striking "and"; 
(4) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 

and inserting"; and"; and 
(5) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(8) 'child pornography' means any visual 

depiction, including any photograph, film, 
video, picture, drawing, or computer or com
puter-generated image or picture, whether 
made or produced by electronic, mechanical, 
or other means, of sexually explicit conduct, 
where-

"(A) the production of such visual depic
tion involves the use of a minor engaging in 
sexually explicit condq.ct; 

"(B) such visual depiction is, or appears to 
be, of a minor engaging in sexually explicit 
conduct; or 

"(C) such visual depiction is advertised, 
promoted, presented, described, or distrib
uted in such a manner that conveys the im
pression that the material is or contains a 
visual depiction of a minor engaging in sexu
ally explicit conduct.". 

SEC. 4. PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES RELATING TO 
MATERIAL CONSTITUTING OR CON· 
TAINING CHILD PORNOGRAPHY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 2252 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 2252. Certain activities relating to material 

constituting or containing child pornog
raphy 
"(a) Any person who--
"(l) knowingly mails, transports, or ships 

in interstate or foreign commerce by any 
means, including by computer, any child por
nography; 

"(2) knowingly receives or distribute&
"(A) any child pornography that has been 

mailed, shipped, or transported in interstate 
or foreign commerce by any means, includ
ing by computer; or 

"(B) any material that contains child por
nography that has been mailed, shipped, or 
transported in interstate or foreign com
merce by any means, including by computer; 

"(3) knowingly reproduces any child por
nography for distribution through the mails, 
or in interstate or foreign commerce by any 
means, including by computer; 

"( 4) either-
"(A) in the maritime and territorial juris

diction of the United States, or on any land 
or building owned by, leased to, or otherwise 
used by or under the control of the United 
States Government, or in the Indian country 
(as defined in section 1151), knowingly sells 
or possesses with the intent to sell any child 
pornography; or 

"(B) knowingly sells or possesses with the 
intent to sell any child pornography that has 
been mailed, shipped, or transported in inter
state or foreign commerce by any means, in
cluding by computer, or that was produced 
using materials that have been mailed, 
shipped, or transported in interstate or for
eign commerce by any means, including by 
computer; or 

"(5) either-
"(A) in the maritime and territorial juris

diction of the United States, or on any land 
or building owned by, leased to, or otherwise 
used by or under the control of the United 
States Government, or in the Indian country 
(as defined in section 1151), knowingly pos
sesses 3 or more books, magazines, periodi
cals, films, videotapes, computer disks, or 
any other material that contains any child 
pornography; or 

"(B) knowingly possesses 3 or more books, 
magazines, periodicals, films, videotapes, 
computer disks, or any other material that 
contains any child pornography that has 
been mailed, shipped, or transported in inter
state or foreign commerce by any means, in
cluding by computer, 
shall be punished as provided in subsection 
(b). 

"(b)(l) Whoever violates, or attempts or 
conspires to violate, paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
or (4) of subsection (a) shall be fined under 
this title or imprisoned not more than 10 
years, or both, but, if such person has a prior 
conviction under this chapter or chapter 
109A, such person shall be fined under this 
title and imprisoned for not less than 5 years 
nor more than 15 years. 

"(2) Whoever violates paragraph (5) of sub
section (a) shall be fined under this title or 
imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or 
both.". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for chapter 110 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by amending the 
item relating to section 2252 to read as fol
lows: 
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"2252. Certain activities relating to material 

constituting or containing 
child pornography.' '. 

SEC. 5. PRIVACY PROTECTION ACT AMEND
MENTS. 

Section 101 of the Privacy Protection Act 
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 2000aa) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l), by inserting before 
the semicolon at the end the following: ", or 
if the offense involves the production, pos
session, receipt, mailing, sale, distribution, 
shipment, or transportation of child pornog
raphy, the sexual exploitation of children, or 
the sale or purchase of children under sec
tion 2251, 2251A, or 2252 of title 18, United 
States Code"; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(l), by inserting before 
the semicolon at the end the following: ", or 
if the offense involves the production, pos
session, receipt, mailing, sale, distribution, 
shipment, or transportation of child pornog
raphy, the sexual exploitation of children, or 
the sale or purchase of children under sec
tion 2251, 2251A, or 2252 of title 18, United 
States Code". 
SEC. 6. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this Act, an amendment 
made by this Act, or the application of such 
provision or amendment to any person or 
circumstance is held to be unconstitutional, 
the remainder of this Act, the amendments 
made by this Act, and the application of 
such to any other person or circumstance 
shall not be affected thereby. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. HOLLINGS) 

S. 1239. A bill to amend title 49, Unit
ed States Code, with respect to the reg
ulation of interstate transportation by 
common carriers engaged in civil avia
tion, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

THE AIR TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1995 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my colleague Senator FORD, 
to introduce legislation that will 
streamline the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration in a comprehensive and 
responsible manner. This bill was de
veloped to ensure that in this era of fis
cal accountability, the FAA can con
tinue to operate the safest air traffic 
control system in the world. Our work 
on this bill began with the premise 
that aviation safety was no place for 
partisan conflict or for gamesmanship 
between the legislative and executive 
branches. We worked to craft a biparti
san solution that brings together the 
views and experience of all the parties 
engaged in aviation safety. We also 
sought a partnership with the adminis
tration to get the job done. 

Currently, one of the most challeng
ing tasks for those of us in Congress 
who want to balance the budget is to 
find innovative and workable solutions 
to ensure that essential Government 
services not only continue, but are per
formed even better. Federal regulation 
of airline safety is one such service 
that virtually everyone agrees must 
continue and, in fact, should undergo 
major modernization. Indeed, after sev
eral major air traffic computer sys
tems failed this summer, the traveling 

public is right to be concerned about 
what the Government intends to do 
about the problem. Traditionally, the 
Government's response would have 
been to pour more tax money into the 
FAA's budget. Under the new budget 
resolution, however, that will not be 
possible. More importantly, the truth 
is that simply spending money does not 
guarantee improvements anyway. 

For those of responsible for the over
sight of aviation safety, the focus in 
the FAA reform debate is now how we 
can actually improve airline safety at 
the same time that the amount of tax 
dollars spent on the FAA is cut back. 
We believe that the legislation being 
introduced today, by making major re
forms at the FAA and changing the 
way the agency is financed, can accom
plish this goal. In addition, this bill en
ables us and the agency to create in
centives to reduce or eliminate current 
operational inefficiencies that cost air
lines and their passengers billions each 
year. 

Specifically, our proposed legislation 
will take the FAA as far as possible out 
of the political environment and pro
vide it with a clear direction and stable 
source of funding. It will free this es
sential agency from many restrictive 
regulations and requirements, particu
larly in the areas of procurement and 
personnel. Most significantly, however, 
it will compel the FAA to become an 
organization that is far more respon
sive to the needs of those who use the 
air traffic control system-air carriers, 
general aviation, and the traveling 
public. It is designed to provide the 
kind of direction and incentives that 
will result in a safer and far more effi
cient air transportation system. 

As the FAA reform debate has inten
sified this year, the role of the FAA 
has come under intense scrutiny. With
out question, the FAA has provided the 
United States with the finest aviation 
safety system in the world. However, 
this is an agency that has major flaws. 
It has spent over $20 billion in the last 
decade for a modernization program 
that is way over budget and has never 
lived up to its promise. Moreover, the 
operational inefficiencies resulting 
from the failure of the modernization 
program are measured in billions of 
dollars annually. 

Some have suggested that the FAA's 
problems could be solved simply by 
procurement reform-in other words, 
by giving the agency the ability to cut 
redtape in buying equipment. Although 
we acknowledge that procurement re
form is important, even essential, that 
alone does not do enough. Without 
changing the basic mission and struc
ture of the organization, procurement 
reform would merely be a way of allow
ing an agency to make bad purchasing 
decisions even faster. Our proposed leg
islation reflects an understanding that 
we had to do more than procurement 
and personnel reform to resolve the 

F AA's problems. Our bill recognizes 
that the legislative and budget con
straints under which the FAA works 
are simply too restrictive to make the 
fundamental changes necessary. 

It has been particularly distressing 
to see that because of these con
straints, the FAA has been unable to 
keep up with the dynamic technical 
and economic changes taking place in 
the airline industry. That, in turn, 
highlights the fact that there is a dis
connect between those who fund the 
system and those who operate it. Over 
70 percent of the FAA budget comes 
from the industry using the system, 
mostly through a 10-percent tax on air
line tickets. In the future, the only 
way to save tax dollars will be to re
quire that users pay an even greater 
percentage. Yet, under the current sys
tem, there is little incentive for the 
FAA to develop systems that will re
sult in operational efficiencies. That is 
because there is no relationship be
tween the way the money comes in and 
the way it is being spent. Our legisla
tion is the only bill that attempts to 
remedy this fundamental deficiency. 

Under our bill, the FAA would be re
quired to design a new fee system based 
upon the use of the system by airlines 
and others, instead of the price of an 
airline ticket. In this way, system 
users would have a greater stake in a 
safe and efficient air traffic control 
system, and the FAA, in turn, would 

. have a greater stake in making sure 
that it understands the industry it reg
ulates. Those who use the F AA's serv
ices will pay more user fees to support 
the FAA in the future. That is a fact of 
life under the budget resolution. But, if 
our legislation is enacted, we are con
vinced that the operational efficiencies 
realized by the users will more than 
offest the additional expenses. And, for 
the first time, the fees will be directly 
applied to the services provided. 

In no case will safety be given a 
lower priority. In fact, there will be an 
explicit link between safety and pro
ductivity. Since nothing in this legisla
tion will change the current FAA goal 
of zero accidents, the only way that 
productivity and capacity will increase 
under the new system is if safety mar
gins improve even more than they are 
today. We want the users of the system 
to have as great a stake in assuring the 
highest Federal safety standards as 
possible. That is precisely what this 
bill will do. It will create a public/pri
vate partnership that will link safety 
and productivity to ensure that both 
improve. 

This bill comes at a critical time for 
the FAA. We are confident that we are 
on the right track by having de-politi
cized the issue and having sought the 
most impartial and skilled advice in 
putting it together. It is our intent to 
see this bill enacted into law, and then 
commit ourselves to intense oversight 
to be sure that it is implemented in a 
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way that places safety at the forefront, 
turns the FAA in to a more modern and 
responsive agency, improves the per
formance of the air traffic control sys
tem, and saves money for American 
taxpayers. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, today the 
Senate begins the debate on meaning
ful reform of the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration. With the introduction of 
the Air Traffic Management System 
Performance Improvement Act of 1995, 
we have fashioned a bipartisan ap
proach with the administration on how 
to achieve the long term goal of main
taining the world's safest air transpor
tation system. We could use a lot more 
bipartisan approaches to problems. The 
aviation industry is no different than 
the general public-they want rational 
solutions to difficult problems-not po
litical cat fights. 

I began to search for ways to reform 
the FAA many years ago and in 1987, 
introduced S. 1600, a bill that would 
have made the FAA an independent 
agency. However, the problems today 
are different than those that prompted 
S. 1600. Today's problems are not about 
micro-management and internal dis
putes. The issue today has two parts-
money and efficiency. 

The bill today addresses those issues 
in many ways. First it sets in motion a 
series of new systems to fund the agen
cy, new systems for its people and pro
grams. My goal is not to merely cover 
a funding problem, but to use money to 
derive a better agency. As a result, the 
fee systems that are to be set up will 
be difficult to design. No one wants to 
create discincentives. For example, in 
authorizing the FAA to collect fees for 
certification work, I want to make sure 
the FAA focuses its resources on what 
is needed. If the FAA chooses to merely 
use the certification fees as a means to 
raise revenue, they may choose to 
function like lawyers and charge by 
the hour, not by the product or value of 
the service. No one wants to encourage 
the FAA to run up bills for the sake of 
raising money. There is much work 
that needs to be done to assign fees. 
The industry, the FAA, the Depart
ment and the Committee need to con
tinue to work out the best way to ac
complish our goal. 

However, all parties must bear in 
mind that under the current set of as
sumptions, the FAA will need approxi
mately $59 billion through 2002. How
ever, under the budget resolution calls 
for only $47 billion. Somehow, we have 
got to recognize what this $12 billion 
gap means. To put it in perspective, it 
could mean the closure or elimination 
of many services that are now pro
vided. Like many situations, when we 
begin to downsize, the smallest com
munities tend to bear the brunt of 
cu ts. Air traffic control towers at 
small airports, which are critical to 
the economic development of our small 
communities, could be the first to go. 

Flight service stations that handle 
general aviation traffic also could be 
on the first list of closures. In addition, 
do any of us really want to think of an 
air traffic control system with fewer 
controllers than we have today? 

If current trends are correct, by the 
year 2002, we will have a 35-percent in
crease in passenger traffic, and an 18-
percent increase in operations. Absent 
financial reform, the FAA will experi
ence a 14-percent decline in funding. 
These statistics will mean only one 
thing-an FAA without an ability to 
meet its safety mission and without 
adequate funding to meet air traffic 
control demands. 

Today, the Chicago center in Aurora 
experienced its second outage in recent 
months. I know the National Transpor
tation Safety Board is looking into 
ATC problems now, but we must recog
nize that without the ability to mod
ernize, and quickly, problems like Chi
cago may reoccur. 

With respect to the bill, it does not 
create a corporation, nor does it make 
the agency independent. Instead, the 
bill strikes a balance. Regulatory and 
budget issues will be coordinated be
tween the Secretary and the Adminis
trator. In other areas such as personnel 
and procurement, the Administrator 
will have authority. These changes are 
important and will change how FAA 
manages its business. The goal, and 
one we all share, is an FAA with the 
ability to act quickly, and be able to 
count on funding. 

The bill today asks many segments 
of the industry for help in supporting 
the FAA's mission. I do not ask air
lines, manufacturers, and others for 
their financial support lightly and I 
know that bill be controversial. But 
something has got to change. 

I have a choice-I can look at the 
FAA, and the budget assumptions and 
do nothing, or I can work to make sure 
that the safety of the traveling public 
is protected. After 21 years in Congress, 
having spent many years as Aviation 
Subcommittee chairman and now rank
ing Democrat, I can tell you that we 
have got to act. The bottom line, un
fortunately, is that the travelling pub
lic simply can not count on funding for 
the FAA under the drive to balance the 
budget. 

To those that will object, we will 
continue to work with you on FAA re
form. There is much we agree on, and a 
lot of work to be done. I also want to 
point out that while the House bill dif
fers from the bill we are introducing 
today, we share a common goal-a bet
ter FAA. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 743 

At the request of Mrs. HuTcmsoN, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. FRIST] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 743, a bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a tax 
credit for investment necessary to revi
talize communities within the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

s. 794 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. F AffiCLOTH] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 794, a bill to amend the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act to facilitate the minor 
use of a pesticide, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 959 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. INHOFE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 959, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to encourage cap
ital formation through reductions in 
taxes on capital gains, and for other 
purposes. 

S.969 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. SARBANES], the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. SIMON], and the Sena tor from 
Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 969, a bill to require 
that health plans provide coverage for 
a minimum hospital stay for a mother 
and child following the birth of the 
child, and for other purposes. 

s. 978 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Sena tor from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
978, a bill to facilitate contributions to 
charitable organizations by codifying 
certain exemptions from the Federal 
securities laws, to clarify the inappli
cability of antitrust laws to charitable 
gift annuities, and for ot~er purposes. 

s. 1113 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Sena tor from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1113, a bill to reduce 
gun trafficking by prohibiting bulk 
purchases of hand guns. 

s. 1161 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1161, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt small 
manufacturers, producers and import
ers from the firearms excise tax. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2514 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNN] and the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DODD] were added as co
sponsors of amendment No. 2514 pro
posed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2565 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of amend
ment No. 2565 proposed to H.R. 4, a bill 
to restore the American family, reduce 
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illegitimacy, control welfare spending, 
and reduce welfare dependence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2575 

At the request of Mr. DOMENIC!, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. SPECTER] was added as a co
sponsor of amendment No. 2575 pro
posed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2589 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE], and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!] were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 2589 
proposed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2603 

At the request of Mr. FAIRCLOTH, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co
sponsor of amendment No. 2603 pro
posed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2603 proposed to H.R. 4, 
supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2668 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELL STONE] was added as a co
sponsor of amendment No. 2668 pro
posed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 171-REL
ATIVE TO THE ISRAELI-PAL
ESTINIAN DECLARATION OF 
PRINCIPLES 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 

BROWN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. PELL) 
submitted the following resolutions; 
which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 171 
Whereas the Bush Administration and the 

Clinton Administration have both worked re
lentlessly to build on the Middle East peace 
process that began in Madrid in October 1991, 
with the goal of achieving a comprehensive, 
lasting peace between Israel and all its 
neighbors; 

Whereas on September 13, 1993, the first 
major breakthrough of the Madrid peace 
process was achieved when Israel and the 
Palestinians signed the Declaration of Prin
ciples on Interim Self-Government Arrange
ments on the White House lawn; 

Whereas September 13, 1995 marks the sec
ond anniversary of this important break
through; 

Whereas the United States has pledged to 
support the Israel-Palestinian Declaration of 
Principles through diplomatic and political 
efforts, the provision of assistance, and other 
means; 

Whereas the May 4, 1994 Cairo Agreement 
between Israel and the Palestinians resulted 
in the withdrawal of the Israeli army from 
the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area and the 
establishment of a Palestinian Authority 
with responsibility for those areas; 

Whereas Israel and the Palestinian Author
ity are continuing negotiations on the rede
ployment of Israeli troops our of Arab popu
lation centers in the West Bank, the expan
sion of the Palestinian Authority's jurisdic
tion into the areas vacated by the Israeli 
army, and the convening of elections for a 
Palestinian council; 

Whereas the Israeli-Palestinian Declara
tion of Principles helped pave the way for 
the October 25, 1994 signing of a full peace 
treaty between Israel and Jordan, which es
tablished full diplomatic relations and 
pledged to resolve all future disputes by 
peaceful means; 

Whereas the Israeli-Jordanian peace treaty 
has resulted in rapid normalization and un
precedented cooperation between the two na
tions in security, economic development, the 
environment, and other areas; 

Whereas the Israeli-Palestinian Declara
tion of Principles helped pave the way for Is
rael to establish low-level diplomatic rela
tions with Morocco and Tunisia, and to initi
ate official contacts with Qatar, Oman, and 
Bahrain; 

Whereas the six nations of the Gulf Co
operation Council have announced their de
cision to end all enforcement of the second
ary and tertiary boycotts of Israel; 

Whereas extremists opposed to the Middle 
East peace process continue to use terrorism 
to undermine the chances of achieving a 
comprehensive peace, including on August 
21, 1995, when a suicide bomber blew up a bus 
in Jerusalem, killing one American and four 
Israeli civilians; 

Whereas the issue of security and prevent
ing acts of terrorism is and must remain of 
paramount importance in the Israeli-Pal
estinian negotiations; and 

Whereas compliance by the Palestine Lib
eration Organization and the Palestinian Au
thority with all of their solemn commit
ments is essential to the success of the peace 
process: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate-
(1) expresses its support for the Israeli-Pal

estinian Declaration of Principles on the sec
ond anniversary of its historic signing; 

(2) supports the efforts of Israel and the 
Palestinians to conclude an agreement on 
implementation of the second phase of the 
Declaration of Principles; 

(3) condemns, in the strongest possible 
terms, all acts of terrorism aimed at under
mining the Israeli-Palestinian peace negotia
tions and other tracks of the Middle East 
peace process, and calls upon all parties to 
take all necessary steps to prevent such acts; 

(4) calls upon the Palestine Liberation Or
ganization and the Palestinian Authority to 
comply with all of their commitments; 

(5) welcomes the progress made toward 
peace between Israel and its neighbors; 

(6) commends those Middle Eastern leaders 
who have committed to resolve their dif
ferences through only peaceful means; 

(7) reiterates its belief that a comprehen
sive, lasting peace between Israel and its 
neighbors is in the national interest of the 
United States; 

(8) encourages all participants in the Mid
dle East peace process to continue working 
to achieve lasting peace agreements while 
adhering fully to all commitments made and 
agreements reached thus far; 

(9) calls upon the Arab states to dem
onstrate their commitment to peace by com-

pletely dismantling the Arab boycott of Is
rael in its primary, secondary, and tertiary 
aspects; and 

(10) strongly supports the Middle East 
peace process and seeks to effect policies 
that will help the peace process reach a suc
cessful conclusion. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 2 
years ago today, my colleagues and I 
were privileged to witness a historic 
moment on the White House lawn: the 
signing of the Israeli-Palestinian Dec
laration of Principles. 

Today, on behalf of myself, Senator 
BROWN, Senator LIEBERMAN, and Sen
ator PELL I am submitting a resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate on 
this important anniversary. 

This resolution very simply expresses 
the Senate's support for the declara
tion of principles, its recognition of the 
progress that has been achieved in the 
Middle East peace process, and its com
mitment to help the process reach a 
successful conclusion. 

The Middle East has changed so 
much in the last 4 years that we often 
take the changes for granted. But it 
sometimes bears reviewing how much 
has been achieved in such a short time. 

Think of it: 
Four years ago, before the Madrid 

conference in October 1991, Israel had 
never sat face-to-face in peace talks 
with most of its Arab neighbors. 
Today, meetings between Israeli and 
Arab officials-from Israel's immediate 
neighbors, from the Persian Gulf 
States, and from North Africa-are so 
routine and so numerous that they 
scarcely receive mention in the news 
media. 

Just over 2 years ago, Israeli and Pal
estinian negotiators remained locked 
in a fruitless stalemate, and direct 
talks between Israel and the PLO were 
deemed impossible. Today, there is 
Palestinian self-rule in Gaza and Jeri
cho, Israeli and Palestinian Authority 
are on the verge of reaching an agree
ment on Palestinian elections and fur
ther Israeli troop redeployments in the 
West Bank, and handshakes between 
Israeli and PLO leaders are common
place. 

Just ·over 1 year ago, Israel and Jor
dan remained officially in a state of 
war. Today, thanks to the courage and 
leadership of King Hussein and Prime 
Minister Rabin, Israel and Jordan have 
signed a full peace treaty, enjoy full 
diplomatic relations, and are contin
ually expanding their cooperation in 
security, economic development, tour
ism, the environment, and many other 
areas. 

Mr. President, no one would deny 
that peace has not yet been secured in 
the Middle East. Much, much work re
mains to be done. Although the Israeli
Syrian negotiations have at times 
showed promise, with senior Israeli and 
Syrian military officers holding sub
stantive talks on the security arrange
ments that must accompany an agree
ment, these talks currently seem 
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caught in a stalemate. Clearly, many 
hard rounds of negotiations remain. 

Israel's talks with Lebanon are es
sentially on hold until there is an Is
raeli-Syrian deal. Israel and the Pal
estinians must continue to overcome 
obstacles to the implementation of 
their agreements, and their negotia
tions will get no easier once final sta
tus talks begin next year. 

In addition, the peacemakers of the 
Middle East face continual opposition 
from those who would use terrorism to 
upset the peace process. We were re
minded of this once on August 21 when 
a suicide bomber blew up a bus in Jeru
salem, killing one American and four 
Israeli civilians. Like the suicide 
bombings that preceded it, this was a 
heinous and unforgivable act of terror
ism. 

All who are committed to peace must 
do everything in their power to prevent 
acts of terrorism. Nowhere is this more 
true than in the areas controlled by 
the Palestinian Authority. While the 
performance of Chairman Arafat's au
thority in security matters has im
proved with time, it must do even more 
to prevent and punish all terrorist 
acts. Suicide bombers and other ex
tremists must not be allowed to suc
ceed in their goal of preventing the ar
rival of peace. 

But, the obstacles and the hard work 
ahead do not change the fact that real 
peace in the Middle East is today genu
inely within reach, as it never has been 
before. The long-held dream of Israelis 
to live in peace with all their neigh
bors, in secure borders, is not a real 
possibility. 

To bring this process to a successful 
conclusion, the parties themselves 
must niake all the difficult decisions. 
But the support of the United States 
has always been essential to Middle 
East peacemaking, and it remains so 
today. 

Presidents Bush and Clinton, and 
Secretaries of State Baker and Chris
topher, deserve enormous credit for 
their unyielding commitment to pursu
ing a comprehensive peace in the Mid
dle East, and their efforts have earned 
them the respect and gratitude of par
ties throughout the region. 

The Congress has also been consist
ent in its strong support of all efforts 
to advance the peace process, and ex
pressions of that support help bolster 
the parties in their efforts. One recent 
expression of that support was the in
troduction of S. 1064, the Middle East 
Peace Facilitation Act of 1995, which I 
was proud to cosponsor along with Sen
ators HELMS, PELL, DOLE, DASCHLE, 
MACK, LIEBERMAN, MCCONNELL, LEAHY, 
and LAUTENBERG. This bill would allow 
the President to continue to provide 
assistance to the Palestinians and to 
conduct relations with the PLO, but it 
includes strict new language mandat
ing compliance by the PLO and the 
Palestinian Authority with all of their 
commitments. 

The resolution I am submitting 
today presents an opportunity for the 
Senate to mark an important mile
stone on the long road to peace be
tween Israel and the Palestinians. As 
we take note of this day, let us also re
iterate once again that the successful 
conclusion of a comprehensive peace in 
the Middle East is in the United States 
national interest, and that we in the 
U.S. Senate stand firmly behind all 
those who are committed to achieving 
that peace. 

AMENDMENT SUBMITTED 

THE WORK OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 
1995 

SIMON (AND REID) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2681 

Mr. SIMON (for himself and Mr. 
REID) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 2280 proposed by Mr. 
DOLE to the bill (H.R. 4) to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing new title: 

TITLE _--COMMUNITY WORKS 
PROGRESS ACT 

SEC. _00. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Community 

Works Progress Act". 
SEC. _01. FUNDING FOR COMMUNITY WORKS 

PROGRESS PROGRAMS. 
(a) SET-ASIDE OF AMOUNTS FROM BLOCK 

GRANTS FOR TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR 
NEEDY FAMILIES.-

(1) REDUCTION IN STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE 
GRANT AMOUNT.-Notwithstanding section 
403(a)(l)(A) of the Social Security Act, as 
added by section lOl(b) of this Act, no eligi
ble State shall receive a grant in an amount 
equal to the amount otherwise determined 
under such section unless such amount is re
duced by the amount determined under para
graph (2). 

(2) AMOUNT DETERMINED.-The amount de
termined under this paragraph is the amount 
which bears the same ratio to $240,000,000 (or, 
$240,000,000 reduced by the amount, if any, 
available for such fiscal year in accordance 
with subsection (c), whichever is lesser) as 
the amount otherwise determined for such 
State under section 403(a)(2)(A) of the Social 
Security Act, as added by section lOl(b) of 
this Act, (without regard to the reduction 
determined under this paragraph) bears to 
$16, 795,323,000. 

(3) USE OF AMOUNTS APPROPRIATED FOR 
BLOCK GRANT.-Notwithstanding section 
403(a)(4)(A) of the Social Security Act, as 
added by section lOl(b) of this Act, 
$240,000,000 of the amounts appropriated 
under such section shall be used for the pur
pose of paying grants beginning with fiscal 
years after fiscal year 1996 to States for the 
operation of community works progress pro
grams. Such amounts shall be paid to States 
in accordance with the requirements of this 
title and shall not be subject to any require
ments of part A of title IV of the Social Se
curity Act. 

(b) LIMITATIONS ON COSTS.-
(!) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-Not more 

than 10 percent of the amount of each grant 

awarded to a State may be used for adminis
trative expenses. 

(2) COMPENSATION AND SUPPORTIVE SERV
ICES.-Not less than 70 percent of the amount 
of each grant awarded to a State may be 
used to provide compensation and supportive 
services to project participants. 

(3) WAIVER OF COST LIMITATIONS.-The limi
tations under paragraphs (1) and (2) may be 
waived for good cause, as determined appro
priate by the Secretary. 

(c) AMOUNTS REMAINING AVAILABLE FOR 
STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANTS.-Any 
amounts appropriated for making grants 
under this title for a fiscal year under sec
tion 403(a)(4)(A)(i) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 603(a)(2)(A)(4)(A)(i)) that are not 
paid as grants to States in accordance with 
this title in' such fiscal year shall be avail
able for making State family assistance 
grants for such fiscal year in accordance 
with subsection (a)(l) of such section. 
SEC. _OlA. ESTABLISHMENT. 

In the case of any fiscal year after fiscal 
year 1996, the Secretary of Labor (hereafter 
referred to in this title as the "Secretary") 
shall award grants to 4 States for the estab
lishment of community works progress pro
grams. 
SEC. 02. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 
(1) COMMUNITY WORKS PROGRESS PROGRAM.

The terms "community works progress pro
gram" and "program" mean a program des
ignated by a State under which the State 
will select governmental and nonprofit enti
ties to conduct community works progress 
projects which serve a significant public pur
pose in fields such as health, social service, 
environmental protection, education, urban 
and rural development and redevelopment, 
welfare, recreation, public facilities, public 
safety, and child care. 

(2) COMMUNITY WORKS PROGRESS PROJECT.
The terms "community works progress 
project" and "project" mean an activity con
ducted by a governmental or nonprofit en
tity that results in a specific, identifiable 
service or product that, but for this title, 
would not otherwise be done with existing 
funds and that supplements but does not sup
plant existing services. 

(3) NONPROFIT ENTITY.-The term "non
profit entity" means an organization-

(A) described in section 501(c) of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986; and 

(B) exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) of such Code. 
SEC. _ 03. APPLICATIONS BY STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Each State desiring to 
conduct, or to continue to conduct, a com
munity works progress program under this 
title shall submit an annual application to 
the Secretary at such time and in such man
ner as the Secretary shall require. Such ap
plication shall include-

(!) identification of the State agency or 
agencies that will administer the program 
and be the grant recipient of funds for the 
State, and 

(2) a detailed description of the geographic 
area in which the project is to be carried out, 
including such demographic and economic 
data as are necessary to enable the Sec
retary to consider the factors required by 
subsection (b). 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-ln reviewing all applica

tions received from States desiring to con
duct or continue to conduct a community 
works progress program under this title, the 
Secretary shall consider-

(A) the unemployment rate for the area in 
which each project will be conducted, 
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(B) the proportion of the population receiv

ing public assistance in each area in which a 
project will be conducted, 

(C) the per capita income for each area in 
which a project will be conducted, 

(D) the degree of involvement and commit
ment demonstrated by public officials in 
each area in which projects will be con
ducted, 

(E) the likelihood that projects will be suc
cessful, 

(F) the contribution that projects are like
ly to make toward improving the quality of 
life of residents of the area in which projects 
will be conducted, 

(G) geographic distribution, 
(H) the extent to which projects will en

courage team approaches to work on real, 
identifiable needs, 

(I) the extent to which private and commu
nity agencies will be involved in projects, 
and 

(J) such other criteria as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. 

(2) INDIAN TRIBES AND URBANIZED AREAS.
(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en

sure that-
(i) one grant under this title shall be 

awarded to a State that will conduct a com
munity works progress project that will 
serve one or more Indian tribes; and 

(ii) one grant under this title shall be 
awarded to a State that will implement a 
community works progress project in a city 
that is within an Urbanized Area (as defined 
by the Bureau of the Census). 

(B) INDIAN TRIBE.-For purposes of this 
paragraph, the term "Indian tribe" means 
any Indian tribe, band, nation, or other orga
nized group or community, including any 
Alaska Native village or regional or village 
corporation as defined in or established pur
suant to the Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act (43 U.S.C.A. 1601 et seq.), which is 
recognized as eligible for the special pro
grams and services provided by the United 
States to Indians because of their status as 
Indians. 

(c) MODIFICATION TO APPLICATIONS.-If 
changes in labor market conditions, costs, or 
other factors require substantial deviation 
from the terms of an application approved by 
the Secretary, the State shall submit a 
modification of such application to the Sec
retary. 
SEC. _04. PROJECT SELECTION BOARD. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Each State that re
ceives a grant under this title shall establish 
a Project Selection Board (hereafter referred 
to as the "Board") in the geographic area or 
areas identified by the State under section 
_03(b)(2). 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Each Board shall be com

posed of 13 members who shall reside in the 
geographic area identified by the State 
under section __ 03(b)(2). Subject to para
graph (2), the members of the Board shall be 
appointed by the Governor of the State in 
consultation with local elected officials in 
the geographic area. 

(2) REPRESENTATIVES OF BUSINESS AND 
LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.-The Board-

(A) shall have at least one member who is 
an officer of a recognized labor organization; 
and 

(B) shall have at least one member who is 
a representative of the business community. 

(c) DUTIES OF THE BOARD.-The Board 
shall-

(1) recommend appropriate projects to the 
Governor; 

(2) select a manager to coordinate and su
pervise all approved projects; and 
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(3) periodically report to the Governor on 
the project activities in a manner to be de
termined by the Governor. 

(d) VETO OF A PROJECT.-One member of 
the Board who is described in subparagraph 
(A) of subsection (b)(2) and one member of 
the Board who is described in subparagraph 
(B) of such subsection shall have the author
ity to veto any proposed project. The Gov
ernor shall determine which Board members 
shall have the veto authority described 
under this subsection. 

(e) TERMS AND COMPENSATION OF MEM
BERS.-The Governor shall establish the 
terms for Board members and specify proce
dures for the filling vacancies and the re
moval of such members. Any compensation 
or reimbursement for expenses paid to Board 
members shall be paid by the State, as deter
mined by the Governor. 
SEC. _015. PARTICIPATION IN PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-To be eligible to partici
pate in projects under this title, an individ-
ual shall be- . 

(1) receiving, eligible to receive, or have 
exhausted unemployment compensation 
under an unemployment compensation law 
of a State or of the United States, 

(2) receiving, eligible to receive, or at risk 
of becoming eligible to receive, assistance 
under a State program funded under part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act, 

(3) a noncustodial parent of a child who is 
receiving assistance under a State program 
funded under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act, 

(4) a noncustodial parent who is not em
ployed, or 

(5) an individual who-
(A) is not receiving unemployment com

pensation under an unemployment com
pensation law of a State or of the United 
States; 

(B) if under the age of 20 years, has grad
uated from high school or is continuing stud
ies toward a high school equivalency degree; 

(C) has resided in the geographic area in 
which the project is located for a period of at 
least 60 consecutive days prior to the award
ing of the project grant by the Secretary; 
and 

(D) is a citizen of the United States. 
(b) WORK ACTIVITY UNDER BLOCK GRANTS 

FOR TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAM
ILIES.-For purposes of section 404(c)(3) of 
the Social Security act, as added by section 
lOl(b) of this Act, the term 'work activity' 
includes participation in a community works 
progress program. 
SEC. _06. MANDATORY PARTICIPATION. 

Able-bodied individuals who reside in a 
project area and who have received assist
ance under a State program funded under 
part A of title IV of the Social Security Act 
for more than 5 weeks shall be required to 
participate in a project unless-

(1) the project has no available placements; 
or 

(2) the individual is a single custodial par
ent caring for a child age 5 or under and has 
a demonstrated inability to obtain needed 
child care, for 1 or more of the following rea
sons: 

(A) Unavailability of appropriate child 
care within a reasonable distance of the indi
vidual's home or work site. 

(B) Unavailability or unsuitability of in
formal child care by a relative or under 
other arrangements. 

(C) Unavailability of appropriate and af
fordable formal child care arrangements. 
SEC. _07. HOURS AND COMPENSATION. 

(a) DETERMINATION OF COMPENSATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2) project participants in a com-

munity works progress project shall be paid 
the applicable Federal or State minimum 
wage, whichever is greater. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.-If a participant in a com
munity works progress project is-

(A) eligible for benefits under a State pro
gram funded under part A of title IV of the 
Social Security Act and such benefits exceed 
the amount described in paragraph (1), such 
participant shall be paid an amount that ex
ceeds by 10 percent of the amount of such 
benefits; or 

(B) eligible for benefits under an unem
ployment compensation. law of a State or the 
United States such benefits exceed the 
amount described in paragraph (1), such par
ticipant shall be paid an amount that ex
ceeds by 10 percent the amount of such bene
fits. 

(b) WORK REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO PAR
TICIPATION.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-
(A) MAXIMUM HOURS.-ln order to assure 

that each individual participating in a 
project will have time to seek alternative 
employment or to participate in an alter
native employability enhancement activity, 
no individual may work as a participant in a 
project under this title for more than 32 
hours per week. 

(B) REQUffiED JOB SEARCH ACTIVITY.-lndi
viduals participating in a project who are 
not receiving assistance under a State pro
gram funded under part A of title IV of the 
Social Security Act or unemployment com
pensation under an unemployment com
pensation law of a State or of the United 
States shall be required to participate in job 
search activities on a weekly basis. 

(c) COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPANTS.-
(1) PAYMENTS OF ASSISTANCE UNDER A STATE 

PROGRAM FUNDED UNDER PART A OF TITLE IV 
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION.-Any 
State agency responsible for making a pay
ment of benefits to a participant in a project 
under a State program funded under part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act or 
under an unemployment compensation law 
of a State or of the United States may trans
fer such payment to the governmental or 
nonprofit entity conducting such project and 
such payment shall be made by such entity 
to such participant in conjunction with any 
payment of compensation made under sub
section (a). 

(2) TREATMENT OF COMPENSATION OR BENE
FITS UNDER OTHER PROGRAMS.-

(A) HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965.-ln de
termining any grant, loan, or other form of 
assistance for an individual under any pro
gram under the Higher Education Act of 1965, 
the Secretary of Education shall not take 
into consideration the compensation and 
benefits received by such individual under 
this section for participation in a project. 

(B) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER FEDERAL BENE
FITS.-Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any compensation or benefits re
ceived by an individual under this section for 
participation in a community works progress 
project shall be excluded from any deter
mination of income for the purposes of deter
mining eligibility for benefits under a State 
program funded under part A of title IV, 
title XVI, and title XIX of the Social Secu
rity Act, or any other Federal or federally 
assisted program which is based on need. 

(3) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.-Each partici
pant in a project conducted under this title 
shall be eligible to receive, out of grant 
funds awarded to the State agency admin
istering such project, assistance to meet nec
essary costs of transportation, child care, vi
sion testing, eyeglasses, uniforms and other 
work materials. 
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SEC. _08. ADDITIONAL PROGRAM REQUIRE· 

MENTS. 
(a) NONDUPLICATION AND NONDISPLACE

MENT.-
(1) NONDUPLICATION.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Amounts from a grant 

provided under this title shall be used only 
for a project that does not duplicate, and is 
in addition to, an activity otherwise avail
able in the State or unit of general local gov
ernment in which the project is carried out. 

(B) NONPROFIT ENTITY.-Amounts from a 
grant provided to a State under this title 
shall not be provided to a nonprofit entity to 
conduct activities that are the same or sub
stantially equivalent to activities provided 
by a State or local government agency in 
which such entity resides, unless the require
ments of paragraph (2) are met. 

(2) NONDISPLACEMENT.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-A governmental or non

profit entity shall not displace any employee 
or position, including partial displacement 
such as reduction in hours, wages. or em
ployment benefits, as a result of the use by 
such entity of a participant in a project 
funded by a grant under this title. 

(B) LIMITATION ON SERVICES.-
(i) DUPLICATION OF SERVICES.-A partici

pant in a project funded by a grant under 
this title shall not perform any services or 
duties or engage in activities that would oth
erwise be performed by any employee as part 
of the assigned duties of such employee. 

(ii) SUPPLANTATION OF HIRING.-A partici
pant in a project funded by a grant under 
this title shall not perform any services or 
duties or engage in activities that will sup
plant the hiring of other workers. 

(iii) DUTIES FORMERLY PERFORMED BY AN
OTHER EMPLOYEE.-A participant in a project 
funded by a grant under this title shall not 
perform services or duties that have been 
performed by or were assigned to any pres
ently employed worker, employee who re
cently resigned or was discharged, employee 
who is subject to a reduction in force, em
ployee who is on leave (terminal, temporary, 
vacation. emergency, or sick). or employee 
who is on strike or who is being locked out. 

(b) FAILURE To MEET REQUIREMENTS.-The 
Secretary may suspend or terminate pay
ments under this title for a project if the 
Secretary determines that the governmental 
or nonprofit entity conducting such project 
has materially failed to comply with this 
title, the application submitted under this 
title, or any other terms and conditions of a 
grant under this title agreed to by the State 
agency administering the project and the 
Secretary. 

(C) GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Each State conducting a 

community works progress program or pro
grams under this title shall establish and 
maintain a procedure for the filing and adju
dication of grievances from participants in 
any project conducted under such program, 
labor organizations, and other interested in
dividuals concerning such program, includ
ing grievances regarding proposed place
ments of such participants in projects con
ducted under such program. 

(2) DEADLINE FOR GRIEVANCES.-Except for 
a grievance that alleges fraud or criminal ac
tivity, a grievance under this paragraph 
shall be filed not later than 6 months after 
the date of the alleged occurrence of the 
event that is the subject of the grievance. 

(d) TESTING AND EDUCATION REQUIRE
MENTS.-

(1) TESTING.-Each participant in a project 
shall be tested for basic reading and writing 
competence prior to employment under such 
project. 

(2) EDUCATION REQUIREMENT.-
(A) FAILURE TO SATISFACTORILY COMPLETE 

TEST.-Participants who fail to complete sat
isfactorily the basic competency test re
quired in paragraph (1) shall be furnished 
counseling and instruction. Those partici
pants who lack a marketable skill must at
tend a technical school or community col
lege to acquire such a skill. 

(B) LIMITED ENGLISH.-Participants with 
limited English speaking ability may be fur
nished such instruction as the governmental 
or nonprofit entity conducting the project 
deems appropriate. 

(e) COMPLETION OF PROJECTS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-A governmental or non

profit entity conducting a project or projects 
under this title shall complete such project 
or projects within the 2-year period begin
ning on a date determined appropriate by 
such entity, the State agency administering 
the project, and the Secretary. 

(2) MODIFICATION.-The period referred to 
in paragraph (1) may be modified in the dis
cretion of the Secretary upon application by 
the State in which a project is being con
ducted. 
SEC. _09. EVALUATIONS AND REPORTS. 

(a) BY THE STATE.-Each State conducting 
a community works progress program or pro
grams under this title shall conduct ongoing 
evaluations of the effectiveness of such pro
gram (including the effectiveness of such 
program in meeting the goals and objectives 
described in the application approved by the 
Secretary) and, for each year in which such 
program is conducted, shall submit an an
nual report to the Secretary concerning the 
results of such evaluations at such time, and 
in such manner, as the Secretary shall re
quire. The report shall incorporate informa
tion from annual reports submitted to the 
State by governmental and nonprofit enti
ties conducting projects under the program. 
The report shall include an analysis of the 
effect of such projects on the economic con
dition of the area, including their effect on 
welfare dependency, the local crime rate, 
general business activity (including business 
revenues and tax receipts), and business and 
community leaders• evaluation of the 
projects' success. Up to 2 percent of the 
amount granted to a State may be used to 
conduct the evaluations required under this 
subsection. 

(b) BY THE SECRETARY.-The Secretary 
shall submit an annual report to the Con
gress concerning the effectiveness of the 
community works progress programs con
ducted under this title. Such report shall 
analyze the reports received by the Sec
retary under subsection (a). 
SEC. _10. EVALUATION. 

Not later than October 1, 2000, the Sec
retary shall submit to the Congress a com
prehensive evaluation of the effectiveness of 
community works progress programs in re
ducing welfare dependency, crime, and teen
age pregnancy in the geographic areas in 
which such programs are conducted. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, September 13, 1995, to con-

duct a hearing on the status and effec
tiveness of the sanctions on Iran. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Wednesday, September 13, 
1995, beginning at 9 a.m., in room 485 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building on 
the nomination of Paul M. Homan to 
be special trustee for the Office of Spe
cial Trustee for American Indians in 
the Department of the Interior. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on September 13, 1995, at 10 a.m. to 
hold a hearing on "Ninth Circuit 
Split." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, September 13, 
1995, at 10 a .m. to hold an open hearing 
on Intelligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Immi
gration Subcommittee of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on September 13, 1995, at 2 p.m. to hold 
a hearing on "Legal Immigration Re
form." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

TIME TO FACE THE TRUTH ON 
PRISONS 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the re
cent news that we now have over a mil
lion people in our State and Federal 
prisons, and over half a million in our 
local and county jails, is unprecedented 
in this country and perhaps unprece
dented in any country. 

We have to be looking ·for other an
swers than more and more prisons. And 
there are much better answers, both 
from the viewpoint of the dollar and 
from the viewpoint of humanity. 

States are compounding the problem 
with passage of various legislation, 
such as "three strikes and you are out" 
in California. 

A Chicago Tribune editorial com
mented recently on the State picture 
in Illinois. What it is really comment
ing on is about an attitude that exists, 
not only in Illinois, but in the Nation. 
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And what the editorial says makes a 

good deal of sense. 
I ask that it be printed in the RECORD 

at this point. 
The editorial follows: 
[From the Chicago Tribune, Aug. 28, 1995] 

TIME TO FACE THE TRUTH ON PRISONS 

Now that Gov. Jim Edgar has signed the 
state's new truth-in-sentencing legislation, 
someone is going to have to figure out how 
to make it work before there is a disaster in 
the prison system. The governor is willing, 
but the responsibility belongs squarely with 
the General Assembly that created this time 
bomb. 

When the legislature passed the law, it is a 
pity that it wasn't accompanied by truth-in
legislation legislation to give the public an 
honest portrayal of the costs. Instead, it 
pandered to the popular appeal of getting 
tougher on serious crime without regard to 
the consequences and without providing the 
resources to handle the added burden on the 
prisons. 

Among other things, the law requires that 
convicted murderers must serve their entire 
sentences and those convicted of other seri
ous crimes-attempted murder, rape, kidnap
ping, armed robbery-must serve at least 85 
percent. That certainly resonates strongly 
with a public continually outraged by stories 
of violent offenders who serve half their time 
and commit other heinous acts when re
leased. And certainly prison space and stern 
punishment ought to be reserved primarily 
for the worst offenders. 

Truth in sentencing, however, focuses on 
getting felons into prison and keeping them 
there longer; it ignores the impact and fos
ters a myth that there will be no effect on 
the general prison population. 

There will be a dramatic effect. According 
to the state Department of Corrections, it 
will add the equivalent of some 3,800 inmates 
at a cost of $320 million over the next 10 
years-an impact that will escalate in suc
ceeding years. And these will be the hardest 
cases, stuffed into a prison system that al
ready is seriously overcrowded and may be 
out of space next year. 

Anticipating this, Edgar proposed adding 
some 4,800 cells to the system, but the legis
lature-primarily because of Democratic op
position-cynically rebuffed his request for 
bonding authority. In short, the legislature 
was eager to flood the prisons with new in
mates but not to pay the bill. 

Now Edgar is proposing a different strat
egy; contracting with private firms to build 
a new prison and two work camps and add 
cells to eight existing prisons. The state 
would lease the facilities and run them. 

There is merit to the idea in that it could 
get the job done, and the governor deserves 
credit for trying. But the answer is not some 
gambit to bypass the legislature; it is for the 
legislature to face its obligation. 

First it must concede what it is not telling 
the public; that for every prisoner pushed 
into the system, someone must be pushed 
out the other end-perhaps sooner than the 
public will tolerate. Or the overcrowding will 
get worse, raising the risk of inmate violence 
and riots, and ultimately inviting federal 
court intervention to force Illinois to clean 
up its act. 

If more prison space is the solution, the 
General Assembly must provide the money. 
If not, it must expand the concept of innova
tive alternative sentencing for non-violent 
offenders and revisit the state criminal 
code-reducing the penalties for lesser of
fenses and giving judges more discretion. 

Truth in sentencing is an easy answer to 
serious concerns. There is no easy way out of 
the problems that it will create, and it's 
time to stop the pretense.• 

THE AMERICAN PROMISE 
•Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as has 
been said many times before, ours is 
the only nation founded on an idea
the idea of democracy. No idea is more 
American. Yet the idea of democracy is 
neither simply defined, nor easily de
scribed. American democracy expresses 
itself in endless variations. 

I rise today, Mr. President, to remind 
my colleagues of the grassroots democ
racy, taking place every day in com
m uni ties across the United States, 
which is literally vital to the life of the 
Nation, yet too often ignored in the 
chambers of this Capitol. With that in 
mind, I recommend to you "The Amer
ican Promise," an important new PBS 
television series celebrating commu
nity-based democracy. "The American 
Promise," a 3-hour program, makes its 
national broadcast premiere on Octo
ber 1, 2 and 3. 

Here in Washington, we conduct de
mocracy's most visible work. It is the 
democracy studied in political science 
classrooms and reported by our news
papers, magazines, and television pro
grams. 

We arrive here after elections, pro
pose and study legislation, and then 
vote on competing proposals. It is a 
fact that each stage of the process has 
winners and losers. By necessity, we 
live and work in a world of partisan
ship and competition. Before any pro
posal becomes the law of the land, it 
must be debated, tested and its con
sequences thoroughly understood by 
the people and by us, the people's rep
resentatives, 

Not surprisingly, this world in which 
we are immersed leaves many citizens 
frustrated and cynical. Too often, this 
version of democracy seems to be noth
ing but a political contest. Who is up? 
Who is down? How do yesterday's 
events affect the power to get things 
done tomorrow? Our standing is judged 
by an extraordinarily sensitive barom
eter, instantaneously reflecting each 
small political success and failure. 

Our work here in Washington is but 
one form of American democracy-we 
would be seriously mistaken to think 
otherwise. We must never lose sight of 
the fact that American democracy is 
larger and more di verse than the busi
ness conducted here in this Capitol. In 
community after community across 
America, in ways great and small, citi
zens decide every day to become part of 
the democratic process-they decide 
what they want. They join an organiza
tion; build a better mousetrap; ques
tion why flawed practices can't be 
changed; engage in respectful civil de
bate, and shoulder the responsibility to 
make hard decisions. 

When this happens, there are no los
ers. American democracy comes to life 
and everybody in the community wins. 

So strong is my belief in the impor
tance of grassroots democracy that I 
can say it literally shaped my political 
career. 

When I was appointed to the position 
of national administrator of the Amer
ican Revolution Bicentennial Adminis
tration in 1974, my goal was simple: to 
encourage the maximum number of 
people across America to become in
volved in the programs they-not gov
ernment-desired to honor their local 
communities and our great Nation. We 
wanted our Nation's 200th birthday to 
be celebrated in a simple, historic way, 
with maximum participation on the 
"Village Greens" of every crossroad, 
town, and city in America. I will never 
forget the wonderful breadth of experi
ence I had over the next two years, 
working with citizens, local groups, 
service clubs, organizations, City Coun
cilmen, Mayors, and Governors. Ameri
ca's birthday was celebrated America's 
way, from every vantage point across 
the country. 

There is no better antidote to doubts 
about our Nation's future than grass
roots democracy. 

Happily, "The American Promise" 
reminds us all of the community-based 
democracy found beyond this Capitol. 
In so doing, it restores our faith in the 
.idea of democracy, the idea of America, 
and the wonderful, limitless potential 
for our Nation's future. 

In some fifty different story seg
ments from every region of the United 
States, lessons are offered on the skills 
and values needed to bring democracy 
to life. They illustrate core American 
values-freedom, responsibility, oppor
tunity, participation, and deliberation. 
Special historical reenactments are in
cluded, the first set in 1769, in the 
streets of Colonial Williamsburg. We 
watch as a young Thomas Jefferson, 
along with Patrick Henry, Colonel 
George Washington, Peyton Randolph, 
George Mason, Richard Henry Lee, and 
others take the first steps toward free
dom. In the House of Burgesses, in a 
local tavern, on the streets, the group 
draws up Virginia's plans to boycott 
English goods. We hear Washington's 
words: "How far their attention to our 
rights and privileges is to be awakened 
or alarmed by starving their trade and 
manufacturers remains to be tried." 
Viewers will see our Founding Fathers 
starting a rebellion that will gather 
strength for 7 more years before it 
takes the form of the Declaration of 
Independence. 

That is a sobering thought: our free
doms were not won by crazy revolu
tionaries on a field of battle, but rather 
through years of meetings, of talk, of 
debate and compromise. It is a true re
minder of the communal instincts that 
helped form our great Nation. 
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The October premiere of "The Amer

ican Promise" will be just the begin
ning of the program's contributions. It 
will then be put to use in high school 
and junior high school classrooms 
throughout the country, as an instruc
tional tool on civics and community
based democracy. 

The National Council on the Social 
Studies has endorsed the program. 
Farmers Insurance Group, the pro
gram's corporate sponsor, has pledged 
to make the video, teaching guides, 
and classroom materials available to 
all interested schools and teachers at 
no cost. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
and viewers across America to watch 
this important and instructional pro
gram. And I extend my commendation 
and appreciation to the Farmers Insur
ance Group, and its Chairman, Leo E. 
Denlea, Jr., for bringing this fine pro
gramming to us. 

"The American Promise" reminds us 
of all that is good and right in Amer
ica-and what we have to do to make 
good on America's bright future.• 

BLACK STUDENTS LIVE DOWN TO 
EXPECTATIONS 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, there is 
continued discussion, and will be until 
November 1996 at least, on the whole 
subject of affirmative action. 

My strong belief is that affirmative 
action has been a good thing but, like 
any good thing, can be abused occa
sionally. Religion can be abused. Edu
cation can be abused. But that does not 
make religion and education a bad 
thing. 

While we were in recess, the New 
York Times published an op-ed piece by 
Claude M. Steele, a professor of psy
chology at Stanford University and 
president-elect of the Western Psycho
logical Association. 

It gives a solid analysis of affirma
tive action at the collegiate level. 

It is important enough to call to the 
attention of my colleagues, who may 
not have seen it, and to others who 
may read the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I ask that it be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

The material follows: 
[New York Times; Thursday, Aug. 31, 1995) 

BLACK STUDENTS LIVE DOWN TO 
EXPECTATIONS . 

(By Claude M. Steele) 
STANFORD, CA.-The debate over affirma

tive action on college campuses has become 
dangerously distanced from facts. The issue 
has taken on such an ideological fervor that 
votes, Presidential and otherwise, are hang
ing in the balance. In the fray, the image of 
African-American college students has taken 
a beating. 

Opponents of affirmative action claim that 
it pushes African-American students into 
schools where they can't compete and where, 
with the stigma they bear as "special ad
mits," they get lower grades and drop out 
more than other students. 

It is true that these students have their 
troubles, suffering a college dropout rate 
hovering near 70 percent (against 40 percent 
for other students), with lower grades to 
match. Given such statistics, even support
ers of affirmative action have faltered, too 
unsure themselves about the students' abili
ties to rise quickly or publicly to their de
fense. 

In fact, most black college students are in 
school on the same terms as anyone else, not 
as a result of any racial preference. Still, as 
their fate goes, so goes our faith in affirma
tive action and in the ability of public policy 
to address racial and social problems. So a 
few facts and some new evidence can help in 
addressing some central questions. 

Do the academic troubles of black students 
stem from their being underprepared for the 
competition? 

This is a common complaint that has 
turned into conventional wisdom. But in fact 
there isn't much evidence of it. Very few mi
nority students are admitted to any college 
beneath that school's cut-off for other stu
dents. 

It is true that blacks have lower S.A.T. 
scores than other entering students. But the 
deficit in test scores-which are certainly 
flawed as predictors anyway-doesn't begin 
to explain why black students are more like
ly to drop out and get bad grades once they 
begin college. Besides, this "underperform
ance" is just as common among black stu
dents entering with very high test scores and 
grades as it is among those with weaker cre
dentials. 

One thing is clear: If affirmative action is 
failing by not producing more successful 
black college students, it is not because they 
have been placed where they can't compete. 

If it isn't a lack of preparation, then what 
is depressing their performance? 

Recent research by my colleagues and me 
points to a disruptive pressure tied to racial 
stereotypes that affects these students. The 
pressure begins simply enough, with a stu
dent's knowledge that negative stereotypes 
about his group could apply to him-that he 
could be judged by this perception, treated in 
terms of it, even that he could fulfill it. 

Black students know that the stereotypes 
about them raise questions about their intel
lectual ability. Quite beside any actual dis
criminatory treatment, they can feel that 
their intelligence is constantly and every
where on trial-and all this at a tender age 
and on difficult proving ground. 

They may not believe the stereotype. But 
it becomes a threating hypothesis that they 
can grow weary of fending off-much as a 
white student, for example, can grow weary 
of fending off the stereotype that his group 
is racist. 

Everyone is subject to some form of what 
I call "stereotype vulnerability." The form 
that black students suffer from can hurt 
them where it matters, in academic perform
ance. My research with Joshua Aronson 
shows that "stereotype vulnerability" can 
cost these students many points on exams 
like the S.A.T. 

Over time, the pressure can push the stu
dents to stop identifying with achievement 
in school. They may even band together in 
doing this, making "disidentification" the 
pattern. For my money, the syndrome is at 
the root of black students' troubles in col
lege. 

If affirmative action contributes to this 
problem, it is less from the policy itself than 
from its implementation, often through a 
phalanx of "minority support" programs 
that, however well intended, reinforce nega-

tive stereotypes. Almost certainly, there 
would be persistent, troubling under
performance by minority students even if af
firmative action programs were dismantled, 
just as there was before they existed. 

Is there only reason to believe that affirm
ative action programs can alleviate this 
problem? 

In the diagnosis may lie the seeds of a 
cure: Schools need to reduce the burden of 
suspicion these students are under. Challeng
ing students works better than dumbing 
down their education. Framing intelligence 
as expandable rather than as a set, limiting 
trait makes frustration a signal to try hard
er, not to give up. Finally, it is crucial that 
the college convey, especially through rela
tionships with authoritative adults, that it 
values them for their intellectual promise 
and not just because of its own openness to 
minorities. 

My colleagues (Steven Spencer, Mary 
Hummel, David Schoem, Kent Harber and 
Richard Nisbett) and I incorporated these 
and other principles into a program at the 
University of Michigan for the last four 
years. The students, both white and minor
ity, were selected randomly for the project 
and as freshmen were housed in the same 
dorm. 

Through workshops and group study, all 
placing emphasis on the students' intellec
tual potential, the program eliminated the 
differential between black and white stu
dents' grades in freshman year for the top 
two-thirds of the black students. 
It helped others as well; 92 percent of all 

the students in the group, white and black, 
were still in school after four years. 

The successes of comparable programs
Urie Treisman's math workshops at the Uni
versity of Texas, Georgia State's pre-engi
neering program, John Johnide's faculty 
mentoring project, also at Michigan-show 
that this approach can work. 

But what about reverse discrimination? 
How much does this policy of inclusion cost 
in exclusion of others? 

To know if affirmative action is displacing 
whites in admissions, you lrave to know if, 
among comparably qualified applicants, 
more minorities get in than whites. 

Thomas Kane of Harvard University's Ken
nedy School of Government found that this 
seems to happen only in elite colleges, where 
the"average S.A.T. score is above 1,100. These 
schools make up only 15 percent of our four
year colleges. There was no evidence of pref
erence in admissions among the rest. 

Moreover, in the elite schools, blacks don't 
often use the preference they get, choosing 
schools closer to home, perhaps, for various 
reasons. They rarely exceed 7 percent of the 
student body at the top schools. Overall, af
firmative action causes little displacement 
of other students-less by far than other 
forms of preferences, like the one for chil
dren of alumni. 

In our society, individual initiative is an 
indisputable source of mobility. But a 
stream of resources including money, edu
cation and contacts is also important. After 
all this time, even the black middle class has 
only tentative access to this stream. Affirm
ative action in college represents a commit
ment to fixing this, allowing those with ini
tiative a wider aperture of opportunity. 

If its opponents prevail and affirmative ac
tion is dumped, will the same people, so os
tensibly outraged by the racial injustice of 
it, then step forward to address the more 
profound racial injustices? 

I wouldn't bet on it and, in the meantime, 
let's talk about this policy frankly and prag
matically: how to improve it, when it should 
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be more inclusive, and how it should be made 
fairer. 

To dump it now would be to hold some peo
ple, just beginning to experience a broader 
fairness in society, to a tougher standard 
than the rest of us have had to meet.• 

APPLICABILITY OF REGULATION E 
FOR ALL ELECTRONIC BENEFIT 
TRANSFERS 

•Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, ear
lier this year I introduced S. 131, a bill 
that would remove the applicability of 
regulation E of the Electronic Funds 
Transfer Act for all electronic benefits 
transfer [EBTJ programs established 
under Federal, State, or local law, with 
the exception of when payments are 
made directly into a consumer's ac
count. I introduced this legislation for 
the purposes of removing the barriers 
for States so that they could imple
ment EBT. Although regulation E pro
vides many protections for the 
consumer, the States see it as barrier 
to implementing EBT because it re
quires States to be liable for lost and 
stolen benefits over $50. This added li
ability could result in added adminis
trative costs. 

At the time I introduced this bill, I 
expected cash-assistance welfare pro
grams to continue to be federally regu
lated. But now, it appears that our 
largest cash-assistance program for 
low-income people, Aid to Families 
With Dependent Children [AFDC], will 
be block granted and there will no 
longer be Federal oversight in many 
areas. Because of this, we must be 
somewhat more careful in exempting 
cash assistance and other welfare pro
grams that use electronic benefit 
transfers from all of the provisions of 
regulation E. I want to explain why 
there may be problems in adopting the 
current language in the House welfare 
bill that exempts electronic benefit 
transfers [EBTJ from regulation E. 

Electronic benefit transfers are the 
transfers and distributions of Federal 
and State benefit programs through 
electronic banking techniques. The 
Electronic Fund Transfer Act governs 
all ATM transactions and point-of
service sales such as the use of your 
credit card or ATM card at the grocery 
store. The act assures individuals that 
their complaints about unauthorized 
uses and systems problems will be at
tended to in a timely manner. Other 
protections provided by regulation E 
include the disclosure of information 
to the consumer about their rights. I'm 
sure that most Members would agree 
that these provisions are fair and 
should be applied to welfare recipients 
as well as the general banking popu
lation. Indeed, States that currently 
have EBT already provide most of 
these services. 

Under the Electronic Funds Transfer 
Act [EFT A] the cardholder is only re
sponsible for up to $50 if the card is lost 
or stolen and benefits are withdrawn. 

EFTA requires cardholders to have a 
personal identification number [PIN] 
which should prevent unauthorized 
withdrawal of benefits even if the card 
is stolen. This number should only be 
known by the recipient so if the card is 
stolen, the thief would not be able to 
gain access to the benefits. In an EBT 
system, if money is stolen from the ac
count the State would be liable for all 
benefits beyond the $50 limit. This sin
gle provision opens EBT to fraud and 
abuse which could result in very high 
costs to the States. The States have 
said that this potential liability would 
prevent them from going forward with 
the implementation of EBT programs. 

EBT holds many benefits for the ad
ministering agency and the recipient. 
EBT delivers benefits more cost-effec
tively and eliminates the need to print 
and process food stamps. It also elimi
nates postal fees for sending out checks 
and authorizing documents. It can pro
vide substantial protections against 
fraud and theft. There is a successful 
EBT demonstration project in Ramsey 
County, MN. Ninety-five percent of re
cipients in Ramsey County prefer EBT 
over checks and food stamps. It allows 
recipients to have their monthly bene
fits on the date that they are available, 
instead of when the Postal Service fi
nally delivers them. It also allows the 
recipient to bypass check cashing fees 
and to withdraw small amounts at a 
time, making them less of a target for 
mugging. 

Senator DOLE'S welfare reform pro
posal S. 1120, as well as Senator 
DASCHLE's proposed substitute, the 
Work First proposal, would exempt 
only food stamp benefits distributed by 
EBT from regulation E. I support these 
provisions, for now, because the Sec
retary of the U.S. Department of Agri
culture would continue to have author
ity to ensure there are adequate pro
tections. For example, it is my under
standing that the Secretary could re
quire the application of regulation E to 
food stamps if the States or banks 
abuse the system. But the same would 
not be true for AFDC if the Congress 
were to convert the program to a block 
grant for cash assistance. Under a 
block grant beneficiaries would have 
no recourse if banks or the State agen
cies did not act responsibly. 

In contrast, the House has taken a 
different approach and has exempted 
all needs-tested Government programs 
that make use of EBT from regulation 
E. For reasons I have described, I do 
not think this is appropriate. I believe 
legislation that effects regulation E's 
application to EBT needs more 
thought. We need to consider how to 
minimize State liability while still 
maintaining protections for recipients 
using EBT. Congress should take the 
short-term step of eliminating the $50 
liability limit. Other requirements of 
regulation E, such as the requirement 
to address complaints in a timely man-

ner, may continue to be necessary to 
ensure that recipients in Federal cash
assistance welfare programs are treat
ed fairly. The Federal Reserve Board 
has already determined that regulation 
E shall apply to all EBT programs as of 
February 1997. We need to act on this 
issue soon so that States will not see 
the impending implementation of regu
lation E as a barrier to starting EBT 
programs. I would like to work with 
my colleagues to eliminate barriers to 
the States' use of EBT so that States 
will not be dissuaded from implement
ing EBT programs.• 

TRIBUTE TO FANNIE MAE 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I recently 
joined Mayor Daley, Fannie Mae Presi
dent Larry Small, and others, in an
nouncing Fannie Mae's 
"HouseChicago" plan. "HouseChicago" 
is a $10 billion, 7-year investment plan 
developed by Fannie Mae's Chicago 
Partnership Office, the City of Chicago 
and numerous local partners. 

Fannie Mae was created by Congress 
as a federally-chartered, shareholder
owned corporation, whose mission is to 
make sure mortgage funds are readily 
available in every State of the Nation. 
I am proud to say Fannie Mae has done 
a tremendous job at fulfilling that mis
sion, and I want to bring to the atten
tion of my colleagues the following edi
torial by the Chicago Tribune regard
ing Fannie Mae's investment in the 
city of Chicago. 
[From the Chicago Tribune, August 26, 1995] 

FANNIE MAE'S HOME COOKIN' 

It's hard to overstate the importance of 
home ownership to the success of a neighbor
hood. 

Besides being a ticket to the middle-class, 
ownership gives people a larger stake in 
their communities. It makes them less toler
ant of vandalism or drug-dealing and more 
likely to get involved in a block club or the 
PTA. 

But as nearly every homeowner is re
minded once a month, it's the mortgage
holder that really owns the house. It's the 
lender or, more often, the financial house 
that buys the mortgage from the lender 
whose investment is most at risk. That's 
why the note-holder gets first claim on the 
property should the purchaser fail to make 
payments. 

And that's why lenders have strict stand
ards about whom they will lend to and under 
what circumstances. But as lenders increas
ingly sell their mortgages on the so-called 
"secondary" market, it's the standards of 
the huge mortgage purchasing corporation 
that become key. 

In that regard, recent initiatives by the 
Federal National Mortgage Association 
(Fannie Mae), the nation's largest repur
chaser of home mortgages, deserve to be rec
ognized and applauded. 

Not to be confused with the local confec
tioner, Fannie Mae is a federally chartered, 
publicly traded corporation whose mission is 
to encourage private investment in residen
tial mortgages. It recently struck a deal 
with the city to modify its underwriting 
standards in certain disadvantaged neighbor
hoods. 
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Participating lenders can now offer extra

low (3 percent) down payment terms to fami
lies earning up to 20 percent above the area 
median income of $51,300-if the house they 
are buying is located within the city's 
empowerment zone or certain other areas 
targeted by City Hall for redevelopment. 

Some might call this an attempt at 
gentrification, but it means that middle-in
come families-and the stability they 
bring-will be lured into neighborhoods they 
might otherwise spurn as too risky. 

Other Fannie Mae changes will make it 
easier for buyers of small apartment build
ings to get conventional mortgages, as well 
as buyers participating in the city's New 
Homes For Chicago Program and the pur
chase-rehabilitation program run by a group 
called Neighborhood Housing Services of 
Chicago (NHS). 

The bottom-line in Fannie Mae's "House 
Chicago" program will be SlO billion in pri
vate loans pumped into neighborhoods that 
might otherwise have to rely on federal 
mortgage insurance ... with all the abuses 
those programs often bring. 

It's not the candy company, but Fannie 
Mae is giving new meaning to "Sweet Home 
Chicago." 

TONY ELROY McHENRY 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to pay special tribute to the life 
of Tony Elroy McHenry. Tony passed 
away September 9, 1995, and is remem
bered as a loving husband and son, and 
a devoted employee of the U.S. Senate. 

Born the youngest son of Hugh 0. and 
the late Janet W. McHenry, Tony 
claimed home in Fredericksburg. VA. 
Even as a young child, Tony always 
found a peacefulness in his faith; he 

was a life-long member of Beulah Bap
tist Church. 

Tony was educated in Spotsylvania 
County at the John J. Wright Consoli
dated School and then Spotsylvania 
High School. He also attended Virginia 
State University. 

On December 3, 1988, he and Piatrina 
A. Robinson were married. He is sur
vived by his wife. Tony distinguished 
himself as an offset pressman for the 
U.S. Senate Service Department and 
friends remark on his quiet dignity and 
pride taken in his work. He always bal
anced professionalism and a courteous 
manner, certainly his trademarks. 

Tony McHenry will be missed by fam
ily and friends: his smile, his warm and 
engaging personality, his earthly spir
it. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:15 
a.m. on Thursday, September 14, 1995; 
that following the prayer, the Journal 
of proceedings be deemed approved to 
date; the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 
and there be a period for morning busi
ness until the hour of 10 a.m. with Sen
a tor BYRD to be recognized for up to 45 
minutes; I further ask that at 10 a.m. 
the Senate immediately resume consid
eration of H.R. 4, the welfare reform 
bill under the provisions of the pre
vious consent agreement; further, that 

if Senator DODD has not offered his 
amendment and therefore is not pend
ing following the last rollcall votes in 
Thursday's series of votes, Senator 
SHELBY shall be recognized to call up 
amendment No. 2526. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. JEFFORDS. For the information 

of all Senators, the Senate will resume 
consideration of the welfare reform bill 
tomorrow morning at 10 a.m. Follow
ing 10 minutes of debate the Senate 
will begin a series of rollcall votes on 
or in relation to amendments to the 
welfare reform bill. All Senators 
should therefore expect the first roll
call vote on Thursday at approxi
mately 10:10, to be followed by a series 
of votes with only 10 minutes of debate 
between each vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:15 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in recess 
under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 8:56 p.m., recessed until Thursday, 
September 14, 1995, at 9:15 a.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, September 13, 1995 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

0 gracious God, may the Sun of the 
morning remind us of the bright hope 
of Your creation; may the fresh winds 
of the day suggest Your spirit that 
moves about us and around us encour
aging and enlightening; may the smell 
of flowers testify to the fragrance of 
Your love to us; and may the busy 
world in which we live and work re
mind us of the responsibilities and the 
obligations of our service to the Na
tion. May all the wonder of Your cre
ation, 0 God, testify to Your many 
gifts to us and the marvel and miracle 
of each new day. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Mississippi [Mr. WICKER] come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. WICKER led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
This morning the Chair will recog

nize fifteen 1-minute speeches on either 
side of the aisle as agreed to by the 
leadership. 

IN HONOR OF FORMER 
CONGRESSMAN JAMIE WHITTEN 
(Mr. WICKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, yester
day, America laid to rest one of our 
finest statesmen. Jamie Whitten, a 
dear friend and colleague to many 
Members of this House, was remem
bered in funeral services in Charleston, 
MS. 

Congressman Jamie Whitten served a 
record 53 years and 2 months in this 

body, rising to become the long-time 
dean of the House, and chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee. However, 
he never forgot his roots in rural 
America, serving ably as the chairman 
of the Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee and becoming what many 
referred to as the permanent Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

I knew Jamie Whitten for 28 years, 
since I served as his page in 1967. Mr. 
Whitten quietly earned the reputation 
for always being a gentleman during an 
era when many public figures gained 
attention by being flamboyant and di
visive. Winston Churchill said that 
singleness of purpose and simplicity of 
conduct are powerful attributes of pub
lic servants. These were the qualities 
of Mr. Whitten. 

Mr. Whitten was never concerned 
with seeking the recognition he de
served. Perhaps there will be no monu
ments erected in his name, but today, 
across America, there are many quiet 
legacies he leaves behind. 

As one Mississippi newspaper stated 
yesterday, 

Jamie Whitten started his public service 
career when some Mississippians still had 
eye-witness memories of the Civil War and 
only dreamed of one day having electricity 
in their homes. Today. farms across America 
are the breadbasket for the world and school
children in rural America can routinely com
municate from their homes via computers 
with people halfway around the world. 

These are the silent monuments to a 
man who dedicated his life to this 
House and to this country. For that, 
his beloved State of Mississippi and his 
country will be forever grateful. 

AMERICA NEEDS A THIBD 
POLITICAL PARTY 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
United States trade deficit last quarter 
reached another record, $44 billion. In 
addition, America ran an investment 
deficit of $3 billion. Some progress. 

While everybody in Washington is 
talking about this big train wreck, the 
budget, let us tell it the way it is. The 
Titanic, that trade deficit, is what is 
killing American jobs. And the sad fact 
is, folks, from Japan to Mexico there is 
no difference between a Democrat and 
a Republican. 

Mr. Speaker, is it any wonder that a 
majority of the American people do not 
identify with either of the two major 
political parties? When it comes to 

trade, there is not a reasonable pro
gram in America on either side of the 
aisle. America needs an alternative, a 
third political party. Maybe that is 
only way we will address some of these 
issues. 

SAVE AND STRENGTHEN 
MEDICARE 

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, the President's appointed 
trustees have warned that Medicare 
will go bankrupt by 2002. If we do noth
ing, seniors' out-of-pocket costs will 
rise and Medicare will be bankrupt in 
just 7 years. 

Mr. Speaker, if we raise payroll 
taxes, as we have done 23 times in 27 
years, we will force our children and 
grandchildren to pay more now for sen
iors' health care and Medicare will still 
go bankrupt before our children and 
grandchildren can retire and gain any 
benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot wait. The 
problem will not go away. The only so
lution is to introduce choice for seniors 
and competition among heal th care 
providers. Choice and competition al
ways do two things in our free enter
prise system: They lower costs and im
prove quality. 

Medicare is far too important to turn 
it into Medi-scare. Republicans are 
asking Democrats, please, join us to 
save and strengthen Medicare. 

WAKE UP AMERICA 
(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. F ALEO MA V AEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
again I say to my colleagues and to the 
American people: Wake up America. 

Mr. Speaker, last week President 
Chirac of France pushed his nuclear 
button and exploded 1 of 8 nuclear 
bombs last week that had more power 
than was exploded in the atom bomb in 
Hiroshima, Japan, 50 years ago. Later 
detonations are expected to follow, 
each with up to 10 times greater de
structiveness than the Hiroshima 
bomb. 

Maybe 10 years from now, when that 
island atoll in the Pacific, the Mururoa 
Atoll, starts sinking and nuclear con
tamination enters the marine food 
chain causing secondary fish poisoning, 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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maybe then one day the millions of 
Americans living in Hawaii and the Pa
cific Coast States will say, "Why did 
no one tell us about this?" 

Mr. Speaker, France has already ex
ploded 164 nuclear bombs in this atoll. 
What madness. Wake up America. We 
may also end up the victims of French 
callousness by poisoning our Pacific 
environment. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON WEIGHS IN 
ON FUNDAMENTAL REFORMS 

(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the President convened a meeting of 
the bipartisan congressional leadership 
at the White House and he urged the 
Congress to get on with the task of bal
ancing the Federal budget, reforming 
the welfare system, cutting taxes, par
ticularly on middle-class families, and 
controlling Medicare costs. 

Mr. Speaker, it is good to hear the 
President weigh in in this debate. Yet 
I predict that the response that he will 
get from the Congress and his party is 
a stony silence. How ironic that it is 
going to take the new Republican ma
jority to help this President, who as a 
candidate promised to end welfare as 
we know it and cut taxes, make good 
on those promises. 

THE REPUBLICAN COVERT PLAN 
FOR MEDICARE 

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, "si
lence," we have just heard. Silence is 
what we have gotten when it comes to 
the covert Republican plan to hike the 
costs of Medicare for all of America's 
seniors. 

Mr. Speaker, for months Speaker 
GINGRICH and cohorts have been going 
around behind closed doors saying to 
themselves, America's seniors are get
ting off cheap. They are just not pay
ing enough for health care. They have 
got a plan, and it has been whispered in 
the corridors of this Capitol, to in
crease deductibles and increase the 
monthly premiums for America's sen
iors; to increase the costs that they 
have to pay if they want to stay out of 
the nursing home or get home health 
care; to increase the cost of a lab test 
that a doctor might have, because they 
think America's seniors are not paying 
enough for Medicare. 

There are many words to describe it. 
Covert, secret, mysterious, concealed, 
hugger-muggered, veiled, tricky, la
tent, shrouded, suppressed, cloaked. 
But the best one is "wrong." It is just 
wrong to do this to America's seniors. 

REPUBLICANS HAILED FOR THEIR 
EFFORTS ON MEDICARE 

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I hope the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT], 
my colleague and good friend, the pre
vious speaker, had a chance to read the 
Washington Post editorial yesterday 
on the Medicare or Medi-scare debate. 

The liberal paper of record applauds 
Republicans because we have "force
fully taken the right position on the 
basic issue of controlling costs" and it 
chides the Democrats, like my good 
friend from Texas, for not playing a 
"constructive part in the Medicare de
bate." 

Boy, they could not have gotten it 
better and more right on point. It says, 
"The Democrats denounce the Repub
licans for proposing to gut the pro
grams, but they have no serious coun
terproposal; not the Democrats in Con
gress and not the President either." 

It continues, "They," the Democrats, 
"risk squandering for political reasons 
a chance to tame these programs that 
everyone agrees need to be tamed. 
What if they chose to help instead of 
using the issue to score political 
points?" 

That is the liberal Washington Post 
speaking. How about it, my Democrat 
colleagues. How about it my friend 
from Texas. Why not put an end to this 
partisan posturing and join us in an ef
fort to save Medicare from bankruptcy. 

SECRET MEDICARE PLAN 
(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, it is refreshing to hear the 
Republican majority quote the Wash
ington Post. I am more concerned 
about the Houston Chronicle than I am 
the Washington Post. 

Republican Medicare cuts in growth 
$270 billion to pay for a $245 billion tax 
cut over the same 7 years. The new Re
publican majority will double the 
monthly premium for Medicare recipi
ents and eliminate their choice of doc
tors under their plan. 

It is a secret plan, because we do not 
know about it. It has been secret for 
the 8 months we have been here, al
most 9. They want to cram that plan 
down our throats this coming week. 

Mr. Speaker, let us . have at least 30 
days of public hearings. Let us listen to 
what our constituents want us to hear 
about their plan and let us make sure 
that we do not take away from seniors 
their choice of doctors and providers, 
because I know that is what that secret 
Republican plan will do. 

0 1015 
CONTINUING THE UNIQUE TREND 
(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, this 
fall we are going to continue a unique 
trend that began with the Contract 
With America. We, politicians, are 
going to keep our promises. 

Before we go home, Republicans are 
going to insist on the following: A bal
anced budget that restores fiscal sanity 
to our country; a plan that saves Medi
care for future generations; welfare re
form, emphasizing work, family, and 
personal responsibility; and tax relief, 
so families can finance their dreams 
not the Government. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not just the Re
publican agenda. It is the agenda of the 
American people. The people have de
manded real change. This fall, we in
tend to deliver. 

LET US WORK TOGETHER TO SAVE 
MEDICARE 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, to 
all of the seniors in the 18th Congres
sional District in Houston, let me 
thank you for 300-plus of you who 
joined me at my Town Hall meeting in 
August and said, "Absolutely not, ab
solutely not, to the false truths and 
false representations by the Republican 
majority on Medicare," and absolutely 
not to the proposed Medicare cuts. 

Where is the Democratic plan? Our 
plan has been on the table for at least 
a year. National health reform is the 
appropriate plan that would provide 
reasonable health care to all Ameri
cans. 

What is the truth? The truth is, yes, 
America, this program is not bankrupt. 
In 1970 the Medicare Program had a 2-
year life. It has gone up to a 14-year 
life in the 1980's. The Medicare Pro
gram has today approximately a 7-year 
life. 

Who has been able to save Medicare? 
Democrats. Who has been able to bash 
and ban Medicare? Republicans. 

The truth is simply that we must get 
rid of fraud, we must get rid of abuse, 
but we should not force those who are 
taking care of elderly parents to 
choose between those parents and the 
children they have to educate. The Re
publican plan to cut Medicare should 
be exposed. I call for 4 weeks of hear
ings on this plan. President Truman 
tried to implement Medicare, but the 
Republicans said "no" then. America, 
do not let them say "no" today. Tell 
the Republicans, "No, let us work to
gether to save Medicare without a 
wasteful $245 billion tax cut for the 
wealthy.'' 
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FIX THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
(Mr. CHRYSLER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Speaker, when I 
was elected to Congress, my constitu
ents gave me clear, easy-to-understand 
instructions. My constituents fully un
derstand that the policies that have 
come out of Congress since the 1960's 
have failed. 

My instructions are clear: Fix the 
Federal Government. 

That means cutting taxes. Why? Be
cause money that the people earn be
longs to them, not the Government. 

Fixing the Federal Government 
means saving Medicare so that our 
grandparents and every American will 
have health care beyond the year 2002. 
It also means balancing the budget be
cause there is absolutely no way we 
can sustain $200 billion deficits forever. 

And, finally, fixing Government 
means changing the failed welfare 
state. Too many families and too many 
people have been destroyed by a system 
that rewards dependence and self-de
structive behavior. 

We must work together in Washing
ton and in the media to get things done 
for America and for the American tax
payer. 

WHERE IS THE REPUBLICAN 
PLAN? 

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, on Sun
day, Speaker GINGRICH said that his 
plan to cut Medicare would cost seniors 
an added $7 a man th By Monday, the 
Speaker said it would cost seniors $10 a 
month. Yesterday, the Speaker ac
knowledged that it would cost seniors 
over $30 a month. Today, the Wall 
Street Journal writes on top of $32 a 
month, deductibles will go up by $50, 
lab services by several hundred, and 
nursing home care, if you are in a nurs
ing home or have a parent who is, will 
cost you several thousand dollars more 
each year. 

It is no wonder we are calling for 
public-wide hearings on the secret Re
publican plan. If it is such a great plan, 
what are you folks afraid of? Why not 
tell America what it is? Let the sen
iors, the young people and everyone in 
between debate it, and we will see if 
your plan is the right way to go. 

But, no, you are afraid. You are cut
ting, cutting, cutting, and that is why 
you do not want us to have hearings on 
your plan. 

THE TRUTH ABOUT THE STUDENT 
LOAN PROGRAMS 

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Washington political machine seems 
often to operate under shades of truth, 
as if the difference between truth and 
fabrication cannot be seen. This rule 
has never been more evident than in 
the President's recent comments about 
our student loan proposals. The use of 
misinformation is a cheap tool used by 
those in a defensive position with no 
valid arguments against the real truth. 

If one sifts through the lies being 
spread about our work in the student 
loan area, one would clearly see that 
we are not waging a war against our 
Nations students nor are we planning 
to lessen educational opportunities for 
them. By eliminating the Direct Loan 
Program, a program with exaggerated 
savings and benefits, and making other 
adjustments in the student loan area, 
which will make loans available to stu
dents, we are able to ensure that no 
student will lose eligibility or access to 
college loans, keep the inschool inter
est subsidy, and maintain the current 
loan origination fee and interest rates 
on student loans. That is the plain and 
simple truth. And, because the truth is 
politically unpalatable to the Presi
dent, he has chosen to create his own 
truth. 

America's students deserve to get ac
curate and reliable information. I urge 
all of my colleagues, from both sides of · 
the aisle, to get the accurate informa
tion on this important issue. 

SHOW US THE DETAILS OF THE 
REPUBLICAN MEDICARE PLAN 

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, hav
ing this gray hair, I do not know a lot, 
but I know a few things. No. 1, I am 
very nervous when Republicans say we 
do not need to know the details of the 
Medicare plan, "Just trust us." 

I happen to know the history. They 
have never been for Medicare before. I 
find it very interesting they have such 
a loving plan. We do not need to know 
the details; they will just bring it out, 
and we will vote for it. 

I also know that the devil is usually 
in the details, and I also know it is 
pretty amazing; we are going to be 
asked to fast-forward and vote on it 
when even the Speaker of the House 
apparently does not know the details of 
his own plan. -T.hing about it, on Sun
day, on national TV we were told it 
would be only $7 a month. By yesterday 
it was up to $32 a month. That is only 
3 days. Heaven only knows what it is 
going to be today. 

I do not think a plan for this serious 
an issue should come rolling out here 
and everybody be ordered to vote for it 
without reading it. 

Take our blindfolds off. Show us the 
details. 

KEEP THE FAITH: BALANCE THE 
BUDGET 

(Mr. WHITE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I learned 
two lessons when I was home in August 
over the break. The first one is it is 
pretty easy to take yourself seriously. 
a little bit too seriously when you are 
in Congress. 

I went home. My kids started calling 
me the "Honorable Dad." It took me a 
few days to realize they were only 
playing a joke on me. 

The second lesson I learned is it is 
easy to forget why we came here. My 
constituents gave me a message, too. 
They said, "Keep the faith. Go back 
there and balance the budget just like 
you said you were going to do." 

Mr. Speaker, that is exactly what I 
am going to do. I am not going to vote 
to raise the debt ceiling. I am not 
going to vote for a budget package or 
for reconciliation unless we have a pro
gram in place, binding law, that will 
balance the budget over 7 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to shut 
the Government down. I do not want a 
train wreck. But if that is what it 
takes to get the attention of this ad
ministration and balance the budget, 
that is exactly what we have to do. 

NAFTA: STOP TAKING AMERICAN 
WORKERS TO THE CLEANERS 

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, we would 
all have enough money to pay for Medi
care if the jobs in our country paid 
high enough wages to cover the cost of 
benefits. But, my friends, yesterday 
the Commerce Department reported 
again that our Nation is suffering the 
worst trade performance in our Na-
tion's history. . 

In April through June of this year, 
our current account deficit, the broad
est measure of trade performance, 
jumped to $43.6 billion more in the 
whole, the worst results in history. 

The key reasons cited for this wors
ening record are our growing trade 
debt with Mexico, and that translates 
into more lost jobs, more lost benefits 
in this country for our workers. 

So now in Florida we have 100 more 
packinghouses out of business, ground 
to the ground, and 14,000 tomato work
ers out of work. In Milwaukee, WI, we 
have 7,000 more people laid off from 
Briggs & Stratton, jobs moved to Mex
ico, and in Topeka, workers at the 
Celophane plant there just had their 
wages cut to $8 an hour from an $11-an
hour level before. 
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Let us go back to the drawing boards, 

recast NAFTA and stop taking our 
workers to the cleaners in this coun
try. 

GOP TAX CUTS: SOME FACTS 
(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
for months House Democrats have ban
tered about tax cuts for the rich. They 
have distorted our plan to balance the 
budget and increase the take-home pay 
of working families as a mean-spirited 
attempt to provide a boondoggle to 
wealthy Americans and corporations. 

Here are the facts: 74 percent of the 
largest tax cut in our budget, the $500 
per child tax credit goes to families 
earning less than $75,000. This 
profamily tax break will remove 4.7 
million families at the lowest income 
levels from the Federal income tax 
rolls. 

Furthermore, 70 percent of the bene
fits of lower capital gains taxes go to 
families and individuals with incomes 
of less than $50,000. And we must keep 
in mind that cutting capital gains 
taxes provides incentives for invest
ment in new businesses and high pay
ing jobs that benefit all Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know about 
you, but working parents earning be
tween $50,000 and $75,000 a year in my 
district do not consider themselves 
rich. We must start telling the truth 
about the GOP tax cuts. They are good 
for families and the economy. Allowing 
families to keep more of what they 
earn and laying the foundation for 
long-term economic growth is not 
mean-spirited. It is exactly what the 
American people voted for last Novem
ber. 

RATIFY THE CONVENTION TO END 
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST WOMEN 

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, at the 
U.N. Fourth Conference on Women, it 
was the First Lady, Hillary Clinton, 
who said there is no one formula for 
how women should lead our lives. 

I was there as a member of the bipar
tisan U.S. congressional delegation, 
and her remarks rang true to a crowd 
as diverse and multihued as it was ex
perienced and dedicated. The label rad
ical may fit a few-very few
a ttendees, but it does not fit the con
ference. The tenor was all business, and 
the conversation was realistic about 
the conflicts between work and child
bearing and about building on the sub
stantial record created by previous 
U.N. gatherings. 

Building on a record means action for 
the United States, as well as China and 

other countries, and the first action 
the United States must take here is to 
ratify CEDAW, the Convention to End 
Discrimination Against Women, which 
was submitted for ratification in 1980 
and has been pending in the U.S. Sen
ate for 15 years. 

Yesterday a group of us called on the 
Senate to act now. It is embarrassing 
that 144 countries around the world, in
cluding all industrialized countries, 
have ratified CEDAW and we have not. 
Act now. Ratify CEDAW. 

OCTOBER 1: A DAY OF 
ATONEMENT 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, there 
is a lot of talk about the October 1 
train wreck. This is the Washington 
term for the day that the Government 
runs out of money, and in order to get 
more money, the Congress has to in
crease the debt ceiling or close down 
the Government. 

Yet the idea of laying off a few bu
reaucrats is scary to some. In fact, a 
day without Government to the Demo
crats is as bad as a day without base
ball to Cal Ripken. But it is time to 
call the question: Do we as a nation 
want to continue status quo deficit 
spending, or do we want to balance the 
budget and get our House in order? 

This is what is at stake. October 1 is 
not a coming train wreck, but a day of 
atonement. The American people have 
spoken. They want a balanced budget. 
Let us give it to them. 

REPUBLICAN MEDICARE CUTS 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it ap
pears that the architect of the Repub
lican revolution has not seen the blue
print. 

On Sunday, Speaker GINGRICH stated 
that the Republican Medicare cuts 
would mean only $7 in increased 
monthly premiums for Medicare recipi
ents, but yesterday Republican staff 
corrected the Speaker and admitted 
that their plan would increase Medi
care premiums by $32 a month, not the 
$7 a month the Speak er claimed. 

The Republican-controlled Congres
sional Budget Office estimates that the 
GOP plan will actually increase pre
miums by $56.50 a month. 

Why all the confusion? Because, it is 
not just the American people who are 
being kept in the dark about the Re
publican Party's plan to cut $270 bil
lion from Medicare to finance a tax cut 
for the wealthy. The Republican lead
ership is also in the dark. 

If there is a GOP Medicare plan, it 
must be written in invisible ink, be-

cause nobody has seen it, not even the 
Speaker. 

D 1030 

THE 20TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
PETROLEUM MUSEUM 

(Mr. COMBEST asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to celebrate the 20th anniversary 
of the petroleum museum in Midland, 
TX. This nonprofit educational and 
technical museum highlighting the ex
citing story of the oil and gas industry 
was opened by President Gerald Ford 
on September 13, 1975. It has grown to 
be one of the top tourist attractions for 
the Permian Basin and the entire State 
of Texas. 

As one who has toured the museum 
myself, I was greatly impressed and I 
would highly recommend a tour for 
anyone who will be visiting the Per
mian Basin cf Texas and would like to 
uncover the history of this oil-rich re
gion. The idea for a petroleum museum 
began in the 1950's and it became a re
ality through the hard work, dedica
tion, and generosity of the Permian 
Basin's business and petroleum leaders. 
Through the past 20 years, many 
changes have taken place at the mu
seum including an additional wing, 
educational programs, exhibits, acqui
sitions of artifacts, archival material, 
and books. 

Countless numbers of schoolchildren 
and adults have toured the museum 
learning more about the gasoline that 
fuels your car to the energy that runs 
your home. Its fascinating exhibits 
range from the life-size murals of the 
hearty men and women who tamed the 
Permian Basin oil patch to the outdoor 
exhibit which consists of the world's 
largest collection of the antique drill
ing and production equipment. I con
gratulate the petroleum museum staff 
and volunteers on 20 wonderful years 
and look forward to their second 20 so 
our children and our children's chil
dren may continue to discover and ex
plore the inspiring story of the domes
tic oil and gas industry. In my 10 years 
in Congress, I have worked consist
ently to make sure that evidence of the 
domestic oil and gas industry should 
not be found only in museums. 

FIXING MEDICARE WITHOUT 
CUTTING BENEFITS 

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise be
cause I think Americans are concerned 
that they need some straight talk on 
Medicare. The Medicare system is not 
bankrupt; do not be fooled. Yes, the 
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Medicare system does need adjustment; 
that is what the trustees said in a Los 
Angeles Times article last week, and I 
think we on the Democratic side are 
willing to make adjustments. 

Mr. Speaker, the point is we can 
make adjustments, we can even make 
reasonable cuts, without affecting ben
efits, but on the Republican side, how
ever, they want to cut benefits, and the 
fact is that seniors will be harmed 
when we cut benefits, and they will be 
harmed not to save Medicare or not to 
reduce the deficit, but specifically to 
give a tax break to the wealthy. 

Let us look at the figures. I say to 
my colleagues, "If you are wealthy and 
make $300,000, you'll get a tax break of 
$20,000. If you make $200,000, you'll get 
a tax break of $11,000. But if you're an 
average American and make about 
$35,000 to $50,000, you'll only get $500. 
That's a tax break for the wealthy." 

I will make a deal. Cut the tax break 
for the wealthy, and we can work out a 
reasonable Medicare Program. 

THE CHOICE IS CLEAR 
(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I am 
holding in my left hand appropriately 
the Clinton Democrats' budget plan. 
Let us just take a look. As my col
leagues know, there is nothing in here 
about balancing the budget, and there 
is nothing in here about saving Medi
care either. Cutting taxes? Well, no, 
there is nothing in here about cutting 
taxes either. It kind of makes me won
der if my liberal friends got the mes
sage from the American people last 
September. 

Please see the American people want 
a budget written for them, not for the 
liberal social engineers in the west 
wing of the White House. They want a 
budget that our new majority is ready 
to approve, a balanced budget, a plan 
to save Medicare and tax cuts for the 
middle class along with genuine wel
fare reform. 

Mr. Speaker, the choice is clear. This 
fall we can enact the agenda of the 
American people or we can follow the 
tired old remedies of the liberal do
nothing Democrats. I hope all of my 
colleagues in this Chamber will do the 
right thing, reject this plan and adopt 
a true rational budget plan for the 
American people. 

REPUBLICAN BUDGET UNDER-
MINES SENIORS' ECONOMIC SE
CURITY 
(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I think 
what the American people want is eco-

· nomic opportunity and economic secu
rity. Let us just talk a minute about 
correct security. One of the things that 
the Republican budget does is to under
mine one of the most effective aspects 
of that economic security that has 
been established in this country over 
the last 30 years. That is the Medicare 
Program. Speaker GINGRICH last Sun
day would have us believe that his cuts 
amount to only $7, but his own budget 
office tells us that those cuts, the 
amount of money coming out of sen
iors' pockets, will be as much as $56 a 
month. 

Mr. Speaker, we know what is going 
on here. They do not like the Medicare 
Program. They want to privatize it. 
They want to put it on vouchers and 
coupons so people will go back to the 
old days when they did not have any 
economic security, when they had to 
worry about health care and when fam
ilies had to worry about their elderly 
parents and grandparents. Let us not 
do t.hat. Let us not balance this budget 
on the backs of the senior citizens of 
this country in order to give a tax 
break to the wealthiest people who do 
not need it and most of whom have the 
good sense not to want it. 

WHY LIBERALS ARE AN 
ENDANGERED SPECIES 

(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
back home, the crustiest old farmers, 
who are not as conservationist as our 
generation, deal with endangered pred
ators the way liberals have dealt with 
Medicare. 

Their expression for the easy way out 
is this: "Shoot, shovel, and shut up." 

In the same way, Washington lib
erals-who tried to dismantle the 
health care system one short year 
ago-today are trying to bury the Med
icare crisis for political reasons. 

Here is the drill: 
First of all, they shoot. On the air 

and on the floor, liberals attack those 
working to salvage Medicare, claiming 
the effort will require terrible, draco
nian measures. 

Second, they shovel. My colleagues 
know what I mean. 

Liberals float numbers with no basis. 
They spread misinformation and use 
scare tactics with the flimsiest of evi
dence. 

Third, they shut up. They refuse to 
discuss the fact that Medicare is going 
broke. 

The White House strategy of "Shoot, 
shovel and shut up" is backfiring as 
people who know Medicare is going 
broke see the plan to save it as respon
sible and sound. 

Maybe that is why liberals are an en
dangered species around here. 

DEMOCRATS CANNOT WAIT TO SEE 
THE REPUBLICANS' PLAN 

(Mr. COLEMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just tell my colleagues what continues 
to be referred to here as somehow 
Democrats on my side of the aisle are 
concerned about what all my col
leagues are about to do to Medicare. 
Well, we are, and the fact of the matter 
is we do not have the evidence about 
what our colleagues are going to do 
yet. Where is it? Our colleagues have 
been telling us now for months that 
they are going to fix it, they are going 
to cut it, they are going to cut its out
lay problems and all the rest, and then 
they tell us, "But it is going to be an 
increase; we're going to increase Medi
care by a couple of percent." Whatever 
it is; let us say it is 4 or 5, they are 
going to increase it. That sounds good. 
The problem is health care costs are 
going up at 9 or 10. 

Well, some of us think back from 
third-grade math class that that is a 
cut of 4 or 5 percent. Now that is a cut 
unless we are going to freeze wages and 
prices. As my colleagues know, their 
party has done that before. Some of us 
remember when Dick Nixon did it. Is 
that the plan? 

We are interested in knowing what 
the plan is. My colleagues are right. We 
do not have all the evidence. We are 
waiting. We cannot wait to see our col
leagues' plan because I am afraid that 
what our colleagues are going to do is 
adversely affect all senior citizens in 
America. 

REPUBLICANS GIVING THE AMER
ICAN PEOPLE WHAT THEY WANT 
(Mr. BAKER of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak
er, I think a short history lesson is in 
order, especially after the previous 
speeches. First of all, in the private 
sector the cost-of-living increase in 
medicine is only going up 31/2 to 4 per
cent, but in the Government sector 
Medicare is going up 10112 percent. We 
have to fix it. 

I think a short history lesson is in 
order. Last November the American 
people staged a revolt. With one elec
tion the people changed its Govern
ment. The liberal philosophy of more 
and more government had been totally 
rejected. The people voted for less gov
ernment, less taxes and regulation, and 
firm leadership from Congress. During 
the first 100 days House Republicans 
enacted the Contract With America in 
which we clearly stated that govern
ment had to take a back seat to com
mon sense. Congress went on record for 
lower taxes, serious welfare reform, 
and a real balance budget. 
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Mr. Speaker, the next few weeks will 

be the fruition of that contract. We on 
this side of the aisle clearly heard the 
voices of the people on November 8. Re
publicans have the political courage to 
address the Medicare crisis. We will 
keep our promises to rein in Federal 
spending, we will eliminate the failed 
welfare state, and we are going to cut 
capital gains tax to create more jobs. 
In other words, the Republicans will 
give the American people what they 
want, limited government and more in
dividual responsibility. 

MEDI SCARE 
(Mr. TATE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. TATE. Mr. Speaker, the Clinton 
administration trustees have come out 
with a report that clearly states that 
Medicare is going broke, and that is a 
fact. That is why the Republicans have 
worked hard, get this, to increase the 
amount of money that we are spending 
on Medicare. If someone is on Medicare 
today, they will receive $4,800 on aver
age per beneficiary. Under our plan 
someone will receive $6,700 if they are 
on Medicare per beneficiary. That is an 
increase. 

But now the special-interest groups 
have targeted me as spending $85,000 
worth of television advertising in my 
district misrepresenting the truth, 
talking about cuts, talking about what 
I call Mediscare and scaring seniors, 
and that is despicable. But · the calls to 
my office, over 90 percent of the calls, 
are saying to me, " RANDY, stay the 
course. Don't give up." 

Well, the Republicans will not give 
up on Medicare. We will not give up on 
seniors. It is too bad the liberals have 
given up on the seniors of the United 
States. 

THE DEMOCRATS ARE NOT EVEN 
TRYING 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, one of the things that has not been 
mentioned on the floor today is that 
the Democrats do not have a plan to 
deal with the Medicare crisis. The 
President's Commission on Medicare 
said that Medicare is going to go bank
rupt in 7 years and they do not have a 
plan. 

Now our plan will handle the crisis, 
increase Medicare spending, but not at 
the rate of growth we have had. Medi
care has been growing at up to 16 per
cent a year, and that is intolerable. We 
cannot sustain that kind of growth 
rate. 

So the bottom line is we are going to 
fix the Medicare problem. We are going 

to make sure that Medicare is there for 
seniors in the future . The Democrats 
do not have a plan. We are working on 
a plan right now. It is fiscally respon
sible. There is going to be more bene
fits, over the long term 40-percent 
growth in Medicare benefits for the 
next 7 years, but we are going to cut 
the rate of growth so we can balance 
the Medicare budget without having it 
having to go bankrupt, and that is one 
of the things that I think my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
ought to pay attention to. We have a 
plan, we are working on it, we are 
going to solve it. They are not even 
trying. 

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DICKEY). Pursuant to House Resolution 
216 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1655. 

0 1043 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1655) to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1996 for intelligence and intelligence
related activities of the U.S. Govern
ment, the Community Management Ac
count, and the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability Sys
tem, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. COMBEST] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]. 

0 1045 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, at the outset, I would 

like to compliment the Committee's 
ranking Democrat, NORM DICKS, for his 
highly constructive role in the formu
lation of this legislation. He is a bona 
fide expert in many aspects of national 
security and intelligence, particularly 
in advanced technologies, and his influ
ence is evident in many of our Commit
tee's positions. I also would like to 
thank the other Democratic members 
of the Committee who have also joined 
in a spirit of non partisanship to craft 
this legislation. I also thank my fellow 
Republican Members who have worked 
hard in putting this bill together. In 
particular, I appreciate the fine work 

of JERRY LEWIS and BOB DORNAN. our 
subcommittee chairmen. Finally, the 
staff on both sides of the aisle deserve 
our thanks. They are a dedicated, tal
ented group. This legislation is the 
product of a lot of work, intensive de
liberation, and cooperation. The Com
mittee held 11 full committee budget 
hearings, over 20 Member briefings, and 
over 200 staff briefings related to the 
budget. As a result, it is an act that 
our Committee reported out unani
mously and in which we can all take no 
small measure of pride. 

H.R. 1655 authorizes the funds for fis
cal year 1996 for all of the intelligence 
and intelligence-related activities of 
the U.S. Government. The National Se
curity Act requires that spending for 
intelligence be specifically authorized. 

The intelligence budget has three 
major components-the national for
eign intelligence program, known as 
the NFIP, the tactical intelligence and 
related activities program, known as 
TIARA, and-for the first time this 
year-a third program, the joint mili
tary intelligence program, known as 
JMIP. 

NFIP funds activities providing intel
ligence to national policymakers and 
includes programs administered by 
such agencies as the Central Intel
ligence Agency, the National Security 
Agency and the Defense Intelligence 
Agency. 

TARA, or tactical intelligence activi
ties, reside exclusively in the Depart
ment of Defense. They consist, in large 
part, of numerous reconnaissance and 
target acquisition programs that are a 
functional part of the basic military 
force structure and provide direct in
formation in support of military oper
ations. Additionally, this year we have 
for the first time categorized some ac
tivities under the newly created joint 
military intelligence program, which 
provides military intelligence prin
cipally to defensewide or theater-level 
consumers. 

This categorization of the intel
ligence budget into national, defense 
and tactical military intelligence pro
grams facilitates our understanding of 
the diverse uses of intelligence. Addi
tionally, it should increase the ac
countability and managerial control of 
intelligence programs. 

From even the above thumbnail 
sketch of intelligence activities, it is 
obvious that, although our committee 
has jurisdiction over all three intel
ligence programs, we must work close
ly with the National Security Commit
tee, particularly in the oversight and 
authorization of the TIARA program. I 
would like to acknowledge the assist
ance of chairman FLOYD SPENCE, the 
members of the National Security 
Committee, and Committee Staff. 

Due to the classified nature of much 
of the Intelligence Committee's work, I 
cannot discuss many of the specifics of 
the bill before the House except in the 
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broadest terms. This can handicap 
Members' understanding of the issues 
at hand, particularly when we reach 
the amendments phase of these pro
ceedings. Accordingly, I strongly urge 
those Members who have not yet had a 
chance, to read the classified annex to 
this bill. The annex is available in the 
committee office in the capitol-a 2-
minute walk from the floor to H-405. 

Now let me do what I can-in an un
classified manner-to discuss several 
major elements of the bill. First, I will 
put the bill in the historic context of 
the last few years' authorizations. 
Then I will explain the philosophy we 
followed in considering this year's bill. 
Finally, I will touch on several of the 
bill 's most important initiatives and 
emphases. 

First some recent history: Those who 
have been tracking the intelligence 
budget over this decade have seen a 
rather remarkable-some would say 
reckless-decline in intelligence spend
ing. This is not news and I have dis
cussed this at length on this floor for 
several years. But let me review and 
update a few facts that speak volumes 
and correct several common mis
conceptions. 

Fact one: In real terms, the intel
ligence budget has been cut in all but 
one of the last 7 years. 

Fact two: The intelligence commu
nity is being reduced at twice the rate 
recommended by the President's na
tional performance review program. 

Fact three: President Clinton pro
posed a few years ago to cut $7 billion 
from intelligence by 1997. That was ac
complished over a year ago--2 years 
early. We will probably come very 
close to doubling those cuts by 1997. 

Fact four: We have, until this year, 
been on a glide slope of intelligence 
cuts that would by the end of this dec
ade put intelligence spending in con
stant dollars at about 65 percent of the 
1989 level. 

Fact five: The intelligence commu
nity continues to reduce its personnel 
at a rate that will, by 1999, cut more 
than one of every five positions. 

It was with the knowledge of this re
cent history that we began consider
ation of the fiscal year 1996 authoriza
tion. The cumulative effects of these 
developments over the last several 
years are troubling to many of us on 
both sides of the aisle who believe that 
we cannot indefinitely continue to cut 
critically important intelligence sup
port to U.S. policymakers and military 
commanders. Nonetheless, our commit
tee decided on a nonpartisan basis that 
it would not rush headlong into efforts 
to reverse these trends of the recent 
past. Responsible oversight requires an 
objective approach. We decided that 
the 104th Congress offered us an excel
lent opportunity to take a fresh, open
eyed look at intelligence. We resolved 
to work together in a nonpartisan 
manner to make the most objective as-

sessment possible of each item in the 
intelligence budget. To do that we 
broke with some recent practices, 
three of which I will mention here. 

First, we reorganized the committee 
to merge the previously separate budg
et and oversight/evaluation functions. 
Wise budgetary decisions must be guid
ed by evaluations of effectiveness. 

Second, we broke with the past prac
tice of concentrating on the short-term 
effect of our budgetary decisions. In
stead, we have taken a longer view and 
designed this year's authorization with 
an eye toward future needs and re
quirements for intelligence. This em
phasis in our authorization has coin
cided with our committee's major ac
tivity of this Congress-an exhaustive 
and authoritative study of this coun
try's long-term requirements for intel
ligence. This study, called "IC21: The 
Intelligence Community for the 21st 
Century,'' will be completed in time for 
its results to be considered in the prep
aration of what may become semi
annual legislation in next year's ses
sion. 

Third, we opted for the most intellec
tually honest process we could devise 
to judge each program on its merits 
and its contributions to national secu
rity. We explicitly rejected the idea of 
working toward an arbitrarily set high
er or lower budget objective. We also 
rejected the idea of making offsets to 
otherwise deserving programs so as to 
fund an increase in other programs. We 
were confident that the Congress would 
accept an intelligence authorization 
consisting of properly funded pro
grams-even if that amounted to a sig
nificant increase in the aggregate over 
the President's request. As it turned 
out, despite some 80 budget actions 
taken by the committee, this bill au
thorizes intelligence expenditures only 
1.3 percent above the President's re
quest. 

To understand many of the specific 
actions taken in H.R. 1655, the Mem
bers will have to refer to the classified 
annex available to them in our com
mittee office. But let me give you an 
unclassified sketch of several of the 
themes that emerge: 

We have moved to centralize authori
ties and improve cross-program man
agement of intelligence activities. This 
reduces needless redundancies, facili
tates the identification of under
perf orming programs, and increases ac
countability. 

We have, across the board, empha
sized the need for countering the chal
lenges of foreign denial and deception 
practices. We have directed the intel
ligence community to do better at 
countering the increasingly sophisti
cated capabilities of hostile foreign 
powers to hide their activities from our 
intelligence capabilities. I note, for ex
ample, the reported success the Iraqi 
regime had in hiding its massive bio
logical weapons program. Foreign de-

nial and deception practices have re
vealed an extraordinarily dangerous in
telligence vulnerability that has not 
been sufficiently addressed. Our ac
tions will do much to reverse this 
trend. I should add that this is also an 
issue of great interest to the Speaker. 

We have focused the intelligence 
community's attention more on the 
downstream activities of processing, 
exploiting, and disseminating intel
ligence. Without careful planning there 
is a serious danger of painting our
selves into a corner where we devote 
all of the very thin intelligence budg
ets we can now afford toward the devel
opment and maintenance of expensive 
technical collection systems, but have 
insufficient ability to make use of the 
intelligence we collect. We believe this 
is already a problem and we have taken 
action to address it. 

We have urged the intelligence com
munity to accelerate its move toward 
concentrating intelligence collection 
and analysis on issues of the highest 
national importance. We no longer 
have the resources or capabilities to 
spare on anything but the most impor
tant intelligence targets. 

We have acted to improve counter-
intelligence, security, 
counterterrorism, and 
coun terprolifera ti on capabilities. 

We have taken action to improve the 
capability of the CIA to better manage 
and oversee its agent operations and 
the intelligence emerging from them. 
As you all know, it is a matter of deep 
importance to this committee that 
there be a better process of keeping 
this committee informed of intel
ligence developments. In addition to 
placing this requirement on the CIA
and we have done so in no uncertain 
terms-we must give the CIA the capa
bility to meet our expectations. This 
action will enhance this capability as 
well as increase the productivity of the 
CIA. 

We made our biggest change to the 
administration's request in the sat
ellite area. Although the National Re
connaissance Office [NROJ received 99 
percent of the amount requested, the 
funds were significantly redistributed 
within the NRO account that builds 
and manages our Nation's satellites. 
The significance is most apparent re
garding long-term policy. The commit
tee believes the NRO needs to reduce 
program costs. We believe that with 
creativity and cost consciousness, sig
nificant savings may be possible. The 
committee has also directed that the 
NRO assess the long-term threats that 
we face to ensure that we are building 
systems that will address potential col
lection gaps. Finally, we concentrated 
on the imagery program, where devel
opments in the commercial arena point 
toward large potential cost savings in 
national security programs. Without 
getting into the highly classified and 
very technical areas of the satellite 
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collection process, technology ad
vances over the last 10 years, coupled 
with alternative launch options offer 
the possibility of substantial savings 
while maintaining and even enhancing 
necessary intelligence capabilities. 

Finally, in drafting this bill, we re
sisted the calls of those who advocated 
an unconsidered, massive infusion of 
funds to remedy the cuts of the past, 
and we rejected the urging of those 
who rely on anecdotes and headlines, 
many of them wrong, to dismantle in
telligence. Our hard work and prag
matic approach has paid off in produc
ing a hard-nosed, lean authorization at 
1.3 percent above the President's re
quest. It focuses intelligence, increases 
accountability, and corrects several of 
the dangerous trends in recent intel
ligence authorizations. This is a re
sponsible bill that any Member of this 
body can readily support. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1655, which authorizes funds for 
intelligence and intelligence-related 
activities for fiscal year 1996. 

I want to begin by commending 
Chairman COMBEST for his leadership 
in bringing this measure to the floor 
and for the manner in which he has 
presided over the committee this year. 
He has been uniformly fair and has 
consistently sought to involve all 
members in all aspects of the commit
tee's business. It has been a pleasure to 
serve with him and I look forward to 
our continued collaborative efforts, not 
only on this legislation, but on the 
other important work of the commit
tee as well. 

At a time in history when the capa
bility to provide information rapidly 
and reliably to our policymakers and 
military commanders is critical, the 
United States is fortunate to possess 
the world's preeminent intelligence 
system. Other nations envy the ability 
of our intelligence agencies to collect, 
produce, and disseminate intelligence 
useful for purposes as varied as deter
mining our stance in diplomatic nego
tiations and reducing the threats faced 
by U.S. military personnel deployed in 
dangerous and rapidly changing crisis 
situations. As has been seen repeatedly 
in the past year, from Haiti to Bosnia 
and in many other locations, United 
States intelligence is looked to not 
only by our leaders, but by those of the 
countries with whom we are allied, to 
provide that essential piece of informa
tion that determines whether action is 
taken or deferred. 

In an age of rapid advances in tech
nology, maintaining a system which 
ensures the best possible access to in
formation which others would not like 
us to have, interprets that informa
tion, and moves it in a matter of sec
onds anywhere in the world, is an ex-

pensive proposition. Intelligence col
lection and dissemination, particularly 
in the areas of signals and imagery in
telligence, requires substantial invest
ments in highly complex systems. It is 
impossible to fully discuss in an un
classified setting those systems, or the 
manner in which human intelligence is 
collected in a hostile environment by 
people of great skill and courage. It is 
also impossible, however, to understate 
the important contributions our intel
ligence agencies, and the men and 
women who work in them, make to our 
national security. 

Some have criticized the amount of 
money the United States spends on in
telligence, and it is true that H.R. 1655, 
in the aggregate, would provide 1.3 per
cent more money than requested by 
the President. Those who are critical of 
the size of the intelligence budget 
often point to the demise of the Soviet 
Union as the event which should have 
made it possible to substantially re
duce intelligence expenditures. How
ever, intelligence spending has declined 
by several billion dollars since the So
viet Union imploded and the number of 
people employed by the intelligence 
agencies is declining as well. By fiscal 
year 1999, there will be 22.5 percent 
fewer employees than there were in fis
cal year 1992. These reductions come at 
a time when, while there is admittedly 
no single threat to our national secu
rity equivalent to that posed by the 
Soviet Union at the height of the cold 
war, an array of challenges exists 
which places an extraordinary pre
mium on accurate and timely intel
ligence. Among these challenges are: 
The proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction; the residual nuclear ca
pacity and uncertain stability of the 
Russian Government; the need to pro
vide data with which to target preci
sion guided weapons; and regional con
flicts. Advances in technology which 
are costly to counter but which must 
be addressed only magnify these chal
lenges. 

I believe that the reductions in 
spending over the last 5 years have re
sulted in an intelligence system of 
about the right size and capability for 
the missions it confronts. The author
ization levels in H.R. 1655 will not pro
vide for a significant expansion of 
those capabilities beyond what had 
been previously planned, but in general 
will ensure that modernization activi
ties already underway are carried 
through to conclusion. These activi
ties, if completely implemented par
ticularly in the satellite area, will 
produce significant. savings over time. 

The intelligence community has had 
many successes, the majority of which 
cannot be publicized for security rea
sons. The last few years, however, have 
not been ones of unqualified achieve
ment. The Ames spy case was an un
mitigated disaster for the Central In
telligence Agency in general, and the 

directorate of operations in particular. 
The need for change in management 
style and attitude to better ensure ac
countability within the directorate of 
operations was made crystal clear by 
the Ames debacle. This message has 
not been lost on the new Director of 
Central Intelligence, John Deutch. He 
has moved aggressively to install a new 
team of senior managers who I believe 
are dedicated to improving the way in 
which the intelligence community op
erates, and to making certain that 
Congress is kept advised of significant 
intelligence activities, as the law re
quires. 

The well publicized failures in the in
telligence community have been frus
trating and the explanations for their 
case have been difficult to understand 
and accept. I believe, however, that 
these incidents do not provide a ration
ale for a general reduction in intel
ligence spending; rather they argue 
strongly for the kind of review of the 
internal operations and structure of 
the intelligence community which our 
committee, the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, the Aspin-Brown commis
sion, and the DCI have undertaken. 
These efforts will produce change that 
is the product of careful consideration 
rather than reflex, and I believe result 
in an intelligence community better 
designed to operate in the post-cold
war world. 

H.R. 1655 was reported unanimously 
by the Intelligence Committee and I 
have already indicated my support of 
it. In part, that support is based on my 
belief that it is important that there be 
stability and predictability in intel
ligence funding, particularly in highly 
technical programs where uncertainty 
in resources and direction can cause 
money to be wasted. The bill provides 
that kind of stability in all areas ex
cept for the programs managed by the 
National Reconnaissance Office [NRO]. 
While I am not pleased by the NRO's 
performance in keeping the committee 
informed about the expenditure rates 
for certain programs, and the annual 
funding needs based on those rates, I do 
not believe that the appropriate re
sponse to those managerial short
comings is to radicaHy alter the com
position of our planned satellite con
stellation. Certain of the actions de
scribed in the classified annex to this 
bill, however, would have that effect 
and represent, in my judgment, a sig
nificant departure from the direction 
provided by Congress to the NRO as re
cently as a year ago. This departure 
has the potential for sizable risk and 
substantial long-term costs. It should 
only be undertaken if there is amply 
evidence that the likely gain outweighs 
the financial and programmatic risks. 
At this point, that evidence does not 
exist. I hope that in conference we will 
carefully consider the advisability of 
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taking these steps now before a thor
ough record to support them is devel
oped, both at the NRO and at the com
mittee. 

Mr. Chairman, the reservations just 
noted do not prevent me from support
ing this important legislation, nor in 
recommending it to the House. I urge 
the adoption of H.R. 1655. 

D 1100 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. DICKS] for his 
comments and, as I have already men
tioned, I appreciate his participation, 
his advice, and his dedication to the in
telligence community and to our na
tional security. 

I would like to respond to his com
ments regarding the National Recon
naissance Office [NRO]. I, too, am not 
pleased with the NRO's performance re
garding expenditure rates and funding 
needs. The need to adjust some of the 
managerial philosophies at the NRO 
was even brought out in our unclassi
fied committee report. However, I be
lieve that many of our adjustments are 
not just in response to managerial 
shortcomings, but are a recognition of 
the fact that rapid advances in tech
nology, similar to those the gentleman 
addressed in his statement, also have 
value in the areas of satellite develop
ment. The problem is that these types 
of technologies, which go beyond his
torical incremental improvements, are 
not readily being addressed by the 
NRO, who have grown comfortable 
philosophically with staying the 
course. 

I take note of my colleague's concern 
regarding stability and predictability 
in intelligence funding. That has been 
and remains a major concern of mine 
in terms of how the House handles in
telligence oversight. Technological de
velopments combined with the diver
sity of intelligence requirements, how
ever, dictate that we not be lulled into 
complacency at a time when innova
tion may mean the difference between 
whether or not we can meet the policy
maker's needs in the 21st century. Our 
bill does not attempt to push the NRO 
into untested areas, but simply assures 
that they will be open to the possibili
ties inherent in new technologies. 

Again, I thank Mr. DICKS for his com
ments and his concerns, and greatly 
look forward to exploring this area fur
ther as the committee continues its 
work on 1C21. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this legislation. It is very im-

portant to emphasize that we have al
ready imposed multibillion-dollar cuts 
on the intelligence community over 
the past 5 years. It is equally impor
tant to emphasize that, under the lead
ership of the distinguished chairman 
and the ranking member, very substan
tial reforms have been put in place. It 
is also equally important to emphasize 
that this legislation is brought to the 
floor by a unanimous vote of every 
member of the committee. A good in
telligence is even more important 
today when we no longer face a mono
lithic opponent but rather several 
rogue States. 

One of the areas in which I have been 
particularly interested indeed during 
my tenure as the ranking member of 
the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, I focused on the 
counternarcotics issue. Drugs indeed 
are a scourge in our country today. 
Frankly I am deeply concerned at the 
lack of emphasis that the administra
tion seems to be placing on curtailing 
both demand and supply, but I am 
happy to report that there have been 
very, very significant intelligence suc
cesses. Most of them cannot be talked 
about because they are highly classi
fied. I would urge my colleagues to go 
to the committee and to get a classi
fied briefing on the extraordinary suc
cesses that our intelligence agencies 
have contributed to. 

One example which is now in the pub
lic domain and can be talked about is 
the disintegration of the Cali cartel, 
that notorious cartel in Colombia 
which controls 80 percent of the world's 
cocaine supply. Within the past few 
months, 6 key leaders have been cap
tured by Colombia law enforcement. 
We have been very instrumental in sup
porting that effort as well as other re
lated efforts. 

Shipments of coca base from Peru to 
Bolivia have been interdicted thanks to 
our support and the Colombian law en
forcement people and other law en
forcement people to the extent that the 
coca base has plummeted. Refineries 
simply cannot get base. In fact, much 
coca base is rotting on the ground. 

I would be quick to acknowledge we 
cannot solve the drug scourge in this 
country by reducing supply only, but 
we can contribute to it, and the intel
ligence community is making a very, 
very significant contribution. 

We are on the right track with this 
bill. I would urge my colleagues to sup
port your committee members who 
unanimously bring this legislation to 
the floor. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

First I want to commend the chair
man of the committee for the very bi
partisan, cerebral and often extremely 
substantial way that he has run this 
committee. I want to express my 
thanks to the chairman for allowing 
me to undertake several ini tia ti ves in 

the foreign policy area including the 
last trip that I took to Iraq. 

Let me also state that I think the 
chairman is on the right track in en
suring that what we try to do in the fu
ture is make sure that our intelligence 
community is up to the task. With re
cent revelations relating to double 
agents, the Ames affair, and the How
ard case, the trust that the American 
people have had in the intelligence 
community has eroded. In fact, the rep
utation of the intelligence community 
has been damaged by these actions. So 
I think it is critically important that 
we make sure that we have in our in
telligence community a capability to 
move our intelligence operations into a 
new age. 

The Soviet Union has fallen. There is 
no bipolar relationship in the world. 
There are new challenges. The new 
challenges are in international terror
ism, in nuclear nonproliferation, in 
dealing with drug cartels and economic 
competition, and I think it is critically 
important that we move the focus of 
the intelligence community into these 
areas. 

I am not sure in the past that we 
have done that. There are still too 
many Sovietologists, we still do not 
have enough people speaking Arabic, or 
we do not know enough about ethnic 
conflicts, regional conflicts in Bosnia, 
or the North Korean nonproliferation 
issues. We need to find ways to engage 
ourselves better in these new areas. I 
believe that Chairman COMBEST is un
dertaking a review of our intelligence 
operations in a very effective and sys
tematic manner. 

One thing that troubles me a bit is 
that we do have the intelligence au
thorization 1.3 percent above the ad
ministration request. I think we have 
to send a signal to every department 
and every bureaucracy that we are not 
going to be tolerating anyone getting 
more money than they need. But I will 
entrust the chairman and the ranking 
member as to why we are doing this 
and support their efforts to maintain 
the intelligence budget at a level that 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COM
BEST] and the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. DICKS] see fit. I will sup
port that. I just think it sends a little 
bit of a troubling signal. There is an 
appropriations process which may not 
be as generous, but on the whole I do 
think that we have to send a strong 
message to the intelligence community 
that they have to do better in reducing 
waste, and that they have to do better 
in the areas of human intelligence. We 
have some very, very sophisticated sys
tems, but we also have to do better in 
the area of people. 

D 1115 
Let me say that by "people," I mean 

in telligence--human intelligence-
spies. I was pleased to hear that today, 
the new Director of CIA, Mr. Deutch, 
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talked about the need for expanding 
covert action. I think that makes 
sense. The statement was on the 
record. 

The United States needs to have the 
capability to engage itself in some very 
dicey situations, often with very unsa
vory people. I think we need to support 
that capability. We may need to deal 
with those situations and in that sense 
we need to have a covert action struc
ture. For the last few years, it has not 
been as strong because we have not 
needed it. But I think it is critically 
important that we have that capabil
ity. 

We have a very good new CIA Direc
tor. John Deutch knows government. 
He is an academic. He has the ear of 
the President. He has the trust of the 
intelligence community. He is a former 
Deputy Secretary of Defense. He knows 
weapons systems. He knows tech
nologies. He knows people and he 
knows this city. He knows politics. I 
think we should support him. I think 
we should give him political and sub
stantive backing for what he is trying 
to do. 

Mr. Chairman, the message has to be 
clear. The culture of the CIA has to be 
changed. They have to do a better job. 
Finally, we have to make sure that 
every penny that we authorize is spent 
wisely. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the com
ments of the gentleman from New Mex
ico [Mr. RICHARDSON] and enjoy work
ing with him. The gentleman is a dedi
cated Member and I assure him that 
any time the gentleman wants to leave 
this country, I will be happy to assist 
him. 

The gentleman knows that I say that 
only in jest. We are all very proud of 
the activities that the gentleman from 
New Mexico, my neighbor in Texas, has 
accomplished, and we are glad the gen
tleman is a part of our team. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise to express my strong sup
port for the work of the Permanent Se
lect Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say at the be
ginning that at a moment, an impor
tant time in terms of the history of 
this country and our intelligence work, 
we are blessed by the fact that the 
leadership within the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], my 
chairman, as well as the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. DICKS], the 
ranking member, have worked in a 
very, very positive fashion to create an 
environment that is as close to being 
nonpartisan in regard to these matters 
as I have ever seen in the time that I 
have served in the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, it is critical that we 
recognize that America is at a turning 

point in terms of its need for informa
tion. And, indeed, it is a new age at the 
end of the 20th century. The end of the 
cold war is upon us. The reality that 
we are reducing defense budgets, be
cause people believe there is less of a 
need for more spending in that subject 
area, has raised a specter regarding the 
future of intelligence that is very, very 
important for all of us to consider seri
ously. 

First, it is important to know that 
the cold war is all but over, but indeed 
we continue to have serious challenges 
in connection with that. Any Member 
who will but look will know of the dif
ficulties in these new fledgling democ
racies. 

The challenges in Russia present 
problems for the United States that are 
very real; problems that require us, 
both the President and our commit
tees, to be well informed regarding 
what really is happening in that region 
of the world. 

Above and beyond that, the intel
ligence community itself has faced 
many a challenge. The difficulty of the 
Ames case raised questions about the 
future of intelligence and where we 
should be going. It is critical to recog
nize that the House must be involved 
in that future direction. 

Beyond that, there is a new specter 
that has not been the most prominent 
in terms of the public's concern in the 
past: The prospect of terrorism impact
ing our society. Terrorism that may 
have its source from overseas; indeed 
terrorism here at home. 

Mr. Chairman, all of these com
plicated circumstances create a situa
tion that would suggest to the House 
that the President and our committees 
need more information, not less infor
mation, and excellent information. 

The work of our intelligence commu
nity is critical to us today and to the 
future hope for freedom, I believe, in 
the world. 

I urge the House to recognize the im
portance of this work, support this 
very significant bill, and support the 
funding that is necessary to carry for
ward our intelligence activities. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I will be offering an amend
ment to reduce this budget by 3 per
cent. Of course, we cannot say 3 per
cent of what, because there is this 
great fear that someone might find out 
a number, which everybody who needs 
to know it, knows it. It is only the 
American people who do not know 
what the number is. 

But it is up some. The proposed au
thorization is 1.7 percent higher than 
last year's appropriation. Mr. Chair
man, I want to make it very clear to 
people, because of my respect for the 
rules, I am allowed under the rules of 
the House to say that it is 1.7 percent 

higher. I am not allowed to say what it 
is 1.7 percent higher than, but it is 1.7 
percent higher. 

It is 1.2 percent higher than what the 
President asked for. That seems to me 
a very grave error. Of course, we want 
to be protected, but there has been a 
more substantial drop in the task of 
the intelligence community than in 
virtually any other area of govern
ment. 

Up until 5 years ago, the intelligence 
community was engaged much more 
heavily, than in any other activity, in 
monitoring the Soviet Union's ability 
to destroy our society. The Soviet 
Union and the Warsaw Pact were ex
traordinarily dangerous threats. 

Mr. Chairman, that threat has very 
substantially diminished. There is no 
more Warsaw Pact. Countries that 
once had troops dedicated to our de
struction, against their will, but none
theless dedicated, they are gone. 

Mr. Chairman, the point is this. Yes, 
we have Iran and Libya and North 
Korea to worry about. But the argu
ment that we cannot reduce our spend
ing on intelligence, now that the So
viet Union's threat to our very phys
ical survival has collapsed, must as
sume that Libya, North Korea and Iran 
did not exist 10 years ago. 

In fact, 10 years ago we were worried 
about these terrorist nations. We were 
worried about nuclear proliferation and 
we were worried about the Soviet 
Union. The Soviet Union has collapsed. 
The largest single threat has gone. 

Yes, we still have these other 
threats, but we had them 5 and 10 years 
ago. Yet, Mr. Chairman, the committee 
now asks us, at a time when we are 
cutting student loans and about to 
raise the premium for older people. If 
my colleagues do not want to vote to 
raise the premium on older people, if 
we did not give an increase to the in
telligence community of 1.7 percent, 
we would go a long way of not having 
to raise the premium on older people 
living on $15,000 and $16,000 a year, be
cause those are the choices we are 
making. 

Mr. Chairman, we are adding 1. 7 per
cent in this authorization to the budg
et. The CIA gets a 5 percent increase. 
Mr. Chairman, any other agency that 
had behaved disastrously, we would be 
talking about having to cut it. 

We were told we were going to cut 
Head Start. Do my colleagues know 
why? Because they do not spend the 
money as efficiently as they could. The 
Chairman of the Cammi ttee on Appro
priations subcommittee charged with 
Head Start said, "I like Head Start, 
but they haven't spent the money so 
efficiently, so let's cut them." Why 
does the exact opposite not apply to 
the CIA? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 1655, the Intelligence au
thorization bill for 1996. A great deal of hard 
work has gone into the production of this bill. 
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As a member of the Intelligence Committee 
and Chairman of the Defense Subcommittee 
of the Appropriations Committee, I can tell you 
that it is no easy task reconciling the compet
ing demands of national security and fiscal re
sponsibility. In fact, this is one of the major 
themes of our intelligence authorization bill for 
1996: To provide essential intelligence capa
bilities while demanding cost-efficient solutions 
to intelligence problems. 

Another theme of our bill is the need to 
maintain a responsible balance between col
lection, processing, and dissemination of intel
ligence information. When any of these three 
areas is out of balance, it reduces the effi
ciency and cost-effectiveness of the entire 
system. Historically, we hav.e devoted more at
tention and resources to collection without 
adequately providing for the less glamorous 
requirements to process that collected infor
mation and get it to the customer when and 
where he needs it. In our bill, we have made 
cross-program efforts to bolster our processing 
capabilities, particularly of imagery and signals 
intelligence. 

As our chairman stated earlier, we reviewed 
each program on its merits and added re
sources where we considered them nec
essary. At the same time, however, we elimi
nated efforts we considered redundant or un
productive, and we considered the long-term 
affordability of every change we made. We 
also made every effort to engage in dialog 
with the administration concerning those areas 
where we felt constructive change was re
quired. The result is an authorization that will 
help meet both the intelligence and fiscal chal
lenges of the future. 

Although our authorization for fiscal year 
1996 is slightly above the President's request, 
we are confident that we have created no 
unsustainable budget-busters in the outyears, 
and that our bill provides a balanced program 
designed to meet our short- and long-term in
telligence needs. The intelligence budget has 
declined enough over the last 8 years. I urge 
you to support H.R. 1655. 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I want to state 
for the record my strong support of H.R. 1655, 
the fiscal year 1996 Intelligence Authorization 
Act which the House passed last week. First, 
I would like to commend the chairman of the 
Select Committee on Intelligence, Congress
man LARRY COMBEST, for reporting out a fine 
bill that quite appropriately authorizes those in
telligence functions that are consistent with 
our Nation's vital national security needs. 

I believe the committee was wise to choose 
no longer to view the intelligence budget 
merely in terms of straight dollar figures. Dra
matic changes in the geopolitical and military 
landscape during the last decade have signifi
cantly impacted key aspects of United States 
security. The magnitude of those changes 
continues to evolve in uncertain directions as 
do the implications for America. In other 
words, while the world is dramatically different 
from the cold war years, it remains an unsta
ble and therefore dangerous place. 

It is, in my view, entirely appropriate to con
tinue the process of analyzing threats to U.S. 
borders, to our military, and to American lead
ers and citizens traveling or living abroad. And 
we must analyze them under the new terms of 
the evolving post-cold-war dynamic. As we 

prepare for the 21st century, I appreciate the 
committee's efforts to emphasize a more in
tense and evaluative consideration of our intel
ligence functions. As stated in the committee 
report that accompanied H.R. 1655, "each [in
telligence] program adjustment was consid
ered as an individual, substantive issue." that, 
Mr. Chairman, is exactly what the taxpayers of 
the Nation expect and deserve. 

Given the considerable importance and 
wide-reaching implications of the intelligence 
programs authorized in this bill, this bill is a re
markable accomplishment. H.R. 1655 is in 
keeping with the 104th Congress's disciplined 
effort to balance the Federal budget, and is a 
perfect example of our desire to scrutinize ev
erything funded with the public dollar. Further, 
it exemplifies American legislative policy that 
supports not only our national interests but our 
drive to keep federal spending under control. 
I am proud to express my support for it. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BURTON). All 
time for general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill, modified by the amendment 
recommended by the Cammi ttee on 
Government Reform and Oversight 
printed in the bill, and by an amend
ment striking title VII, shall be consid
ered by titles as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment. The first sec
tion and each title are considered read. 

No amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, as modified, 
shall be in order, unless printed in the 
portion of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
designated for that purpose. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Intelligence Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996" . 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as modified, be 
printed in the RECORD and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the remainder of the com

mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as modified, is as follows: 

TITLE 1-INTELJ.IGENCE ACTIVITIES 
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1996 for the conduct of 
the intelligence and intelligence-related activi
ties of the following elements of the United 
States Government: 

(1) The Central Intelligence Agency. 
(2) The Department of Defense. 
(3) The Defense Intelligence Agency. 
(4) The National Security Agency . 

(5) The Department of the Army , the Depart
ment of the Navy , and the Department of the 
Air Force. 

(6) The Department of State. 
(7) The Department of Treasury. 
(8) The Department of Energy . 
(9) The Federal Bureau of Investigation . 
(10) The Drug Enforcement Administration. 
(11) The National Reconnaissance Office. 
(12) The Central Imagery Office. 

SEC. 102. CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF AUTHORIZA
TIONS. 

(a) SPECIFICATIONS OF AMOUNTS AND PERSON
NEL CEILINGS.- The amounts authorized to be 
appropriated under section 101, and the author
ized personnel ceilings as of September 30, 1996, 
for the conduct of the intelligence and intel
ligence-related activities of the elements listed in 
such section , are those specified in the classified 
Schedule of Authorizations prepared to accom
pany the bill H.R. 1655 of the 104th Congress. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF 
AUTHORIZATIONS.-The Schedule of Authoriza
tions shall be made available to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives and to the President. The Presi
dent shall provide for suitable distribution of 
the Schedule, or of appropriate portions of the 
Schedule, within the executive branch. 
SEC. 103. PERSONNEL CEILING ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) AUTHORITY FOR ADJUSTMENTS.- With the 
approval of the Director of the Office of Man
agement and Budget, the Director of Central In
telligence may authorize employment of civilian 
personnel in excess of the number authorized for 
fiscal year 1996 under section 102 when the Di
rector of Central Intelligence determines that 
such action is necessary to the performance of 
important intelligence functions , except that the 
number of personnel employed in excess of the 
number authorized under such section may not , 
for any element of the intelligence community, 
exceed two percent of the number of civilian 
personnel authorized under such section for 
such element. 

(b) NOTICE TO INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES.
The Director of Central Intelligence shall 
promptly notify the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the House of Representatives 
and the Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
Senate whenever he exercises the authority 
granted by this section. 
SEC. 104. COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated for the 
Community Management Account of the Direc
tor of Central Intelligence for fiscal year 1996 
the sum of $80,713,000. Within such amounts au
thorized, funds identified in the classified 
Schedule of Authorizations ref erred to in section 
102(a) for the Advanced Research and Develop
ment Committee and the Environmental Task 
Force shall remain available until September 30, 
1997. 

(b) AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL LEVELS.-The 
Community Management Staff of the Director of 
Central Intelligence is authorized 247 full-time 
personnel as of September 30, 1996. Such person
nel of the Community Management Staff may be 
permanent employees of the Community Man
agement Staff or personnel detailed from other 
elements of the United States Government. 

(c) REIMBURSEMENT.-During fiscal year 1996, 
any officer or employee of the United States or 
a member of the Armed Forces who is detailed to 
the Community Management Staff from another 
element of the United States Government shall 
be detailed on a reimbursable basis, except that 
any such officer, employee or member may be 
detailed on a nonreimbursable basis for a period 
of less than one year for the performance of 
temporary functions as required by the Director 
of Central Intelligence. 
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TITLE II-CENTRAL INTELUGENCE AGEN

CY RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY SYS
TEM 

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There is authorized to be appropriated for the 

Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability Fund for fiscal year 1996 the sum of 
$213,900,000. 

TITLE Ill-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. INCREASE IN EMPLOYEE COMPENSA

TION AND BENEFITS AUTHORIZED 
BYLAW. 

Appropriations authorized by this Act for sal
ary, pay, retirement, and other benefits for Fed
eral employees may be increased by such addi
tional or supplemental amounts as may be nec
essary for increases in such compensation or 
benefits authorized by law. 
SEC. 302. RESTRICTION ON CONDUCT OF INTEL

LIGENCE ACTIVITIES. 
The authorization of appropriations by this 

Act shall not be deemed to constitute authority 
for the conduct of any intelligence activity 
which is not otherwise authorized by the Con
stitution or the laws of the United States. 
SEC. 303. APPLICATION OF SANCTIONS LAWS TO 

INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES. 
(a) GENERAL PROVISIONS.-The National Secu

rity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the fallowing 
new title: 
"TITLE IX-APPLICATION OF SANCTIONS 

LAWS TO INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

"STAY OF SANC'I:JONS 
"SEC. 901. Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, the President may stay the imposi
tion of an economic, cultural, diplomatic, or 
other sanction or related action by the United 
States Government concerning a foreign coun
try, organization, or person when the President 
determines that to proceed without delay would 
seriously risk the compromise of an ongoing 
criminal investigation or an intelligence source 
or method. The President shall lift any such 
stay when the President determines that such 
stay is no longer necessary to that purpose. 

''REPORTS 
"SEC. 902. Whenever any stay is imposed pur

suant to section 901, and whenever the duration 
of any such stay exceeds 120 days, the President 
shall promptly report to the Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the Senate and the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the House of 
Representatives the rationale and circumstances 
that led the President to exercise the stay au
thority with respect to an intelligence source or 
method, and to the Judiciary Committees of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives the ra
tionale and circumstances that led the President 
to exercise the stay authority with respect to an 
ongoing criminal investigation.''. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of con
tents in the first section of such Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"TITLE IX-APPLICATION OF SANCTIONS LAWS TO 

INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 
"Sec. 901. Stay of Sanctions. 
"Sec. 902. Reports.". 
SEC. 304. THRIFT SAVINGS PLAN FORFEITURE. 

Section 8432(g) of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fallowing 
new paragraphs: 

"(S)(A) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, contributions made by the Government 
for the benefit of an employee or Member under 
subsection (c), and all earnings attributable to 
such contributions, shall be forfeited if the an
nuity of the employee or Member, or that of a 
survivor or beneficiary, is forfeited under sub
chapter II of chapter 83. 

"(B) Forfeitures under this paragraph shall 
occur only if the offenses upon which the req-

uisite annuity forfeitures are based happened 
subsequent to the enactment of this para
graph.". 
SEC. 305. AUTHORITY TO RESTORE SPOUSAL PEN

SION BENEFITS TO SPOUSES WHO 
COOPERATE IN CRIMINAL INVES
TIGATIONS AND PROSECUTIONS FOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY OFFENSES. 

Section 8318 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(e) The spouse of an individual whose annu
ity or retired pay is forfeited under section 8312 
or 8313 after the date of enactment of this sub
section shall be eligible for spousal pension ben
efits if the Attorney General of the United 
States determines that the spouse fully cooper
ated with Federal authorities in the conduct of 
a criminal investigation and subsequent pros
ecution of the individual which resulted in such 
forfeiture.". 
SEC. 306. SECRECY AGREEMENTS USED IN INTEL

LIGENCE ACTIVITIES. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law 

not specifically referencing this section, a non
disclosure policy form or agreement that is to be 
executed by a person connected with the con
duct of an intelligence or intelligence-related ac
tivity. other than an employee or officer of the 
United States Government, may contain provi
sions appropriate to the particular activity for 
which such document is to be used. Such form 
or agreement shall, at a minimum, require that 
the person will not disclose any classified infor
mation received in the course of such activity 
unless specifically authorized to do so by the 
United States Government. 
SEC. 307. LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF 

FUNDS FOR AUTOMATIC DECLAS
SIFICATION OF RECORDS OVER 25 
YEARS OW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Each agency of the National 
Foreign Intelligence Program shall use no more 
than $2,500,000 of the amounts authorized to be 
appropriated by this Act to carry out the provi
sions of section 3.4 of Executive Order 12958. 

(b) REQUIRED BUDGET SUBMISSION.-The 
President shall submit for fiscal year 1997 and 
each of the fallowing five years a budget request 
which specifically sets forth the funds requested 
for implementation of section 3.4 of Executive 
Order 12958. 

TITLE IV-CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY 

SEC. 401. EXTENSION OF THE CIA VOLUNTARY 
SEPARATION PAY ACT. 

Section 2(/) of the Central Intelligence Agency 
Voluntary Separation Pay Act (50 U.S.C. 403-
4(/)), is amended by striking out "September 30, 
1997" and inserting in lieu thereof "September 
30, 1999". 
SEC. 402. VOLUNTEER SERVICE PROGRAM. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-The Director of 
Central Intelligence is authorized to establish 
and maintain a program from fiscal years 1996 
through 2001 to utilize the services contributed 
by not more than 50 annuitants who serve with
out compensation as volunteers in aid of system
atic or mandatory review for declassification or 
downgrading of classified information of the 
Central Intelligence Agency under applicable 
Executive orders governing the classification 
and declassification of national security inf or
mation and Public Law 102-526. 

(b) COSTS INCIDENTAL TO SERVICES.-The Di
rector is authorized to use sums made available 
to the Central Intelligence Agency by appropria
tions or otherwise for paying the costs inciden
tal to the utilization of services contributed by 
individuals under subsection (a). Such costs 
may include (but need not be limited to) train
ing, transportation, lodging, subsistence, equip
ment, and supplies. The Director may authorize 
either direct procurement of equipment, sup
plies, and services, or reimbursement for ex-

penses, incidental to the effective use of volun
teers. Such expenses or services shall be in ac
cordance with volunteer agreements made with 
such individuals. Sums made available for such 
costs may not exceed $100,000. 

(C) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF 
LA w.-A volunteer under this section shall be 
considered to be a Federal employee for the pur
poses of subchapter I of title 81 (relating to com
pensation of Federal employees for work inju
ries) and section 1346(b) and chapter 171 of title 
28 (relating to tort claims). A volunteer under 
this section shall be covered by and subject to 
the provisions of chapter 11 of title 18 of the 
United States Code as if they were employees or 
special Government employees depending upon 
the days of expected service at the time they 
begin volunteering. 

TITLE V-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INTELUGENCE ACTIVITIES 

SEC. 501. DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE SENIOR LEVEL 
POSITIONS. 

Section 1604 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended to read as fallows: 
"§ 1604. Civilian personnel management 

"(a) GENERAL PERSONNEL AUTHORITY.-The 
Secretary of Defense may, without regard to the 
provisions of any other law relating to the num
ber, classification, or compensation of Federal 
employees-

"(1) establish such positions for employees in 
the Defense Intelligence Agency and the Central 
Imagery Office as the Secretary considers nec
essary to carry out the functions of that Agency 
and Office, including positions designated 
under subsection (f) as Defense Intelligence Sen
ior Level positions; 

"(2) appoint individuals to those positions; 
and 

"(3) fix the compensation for service in those 
positions. 

"(b) AUTHORITY TO FIX RATES OF BASIC PAY; 
OTHER ALLOWANCES AND BENEFITS.-(1) The 
Secretary of Defense shall, subject to subsection 
(c), fix the rates of basic pay for positions estab
lished under subsection (a) in relation to the 
rates of basic pay provided in subpart D of part 
III of title 5 for positions subject to that title 
which have corresponding levels of duties and 
responsibilities. Except as otherwise provided by 
law, an employee of the Defense Intelligence 
Agency or the Central Imagery Office may not 
be paid basic pay at a rate in excess of the maxi
mum rate payable under section 5376 of title 5. 

"(2) The Secretary of Defense may provide 
employees of the Defense Intelligence Agency 
and the Central Imagery Office compensation 
(in addition to basic pay under paragraph (1)) 
and benefits, incentives, and allowances consist
ent with, and not in excess of the levels author
ized for, comparable positions authorized by 
title 5. 

"(c) PREVAILING RATES SYSTEMS.-The Sec
retary of Defense may. consistent with section 
5341 of title 5, adopt such provisions of that title 
as provide for prevailing rate systems of basic 
pay and may apply those provisions to positions 
in or under which the Defense Intelligence 
Agency or the Central Imagery Of/tee may em
ploy individuals described by section 
5342(a)(2)(A) of such title. 

"(d) ALLOWANCES BASED ON LIVING COSTS AND 
ENVIRONMENT FOR EMPLOYEES STATIONED OUT
SIDE CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES OR IN ALAS
KA.-(1) In addition to the basic compensation 
payable under subsection (b), employees of the 
Defense Intelligence Agency and the Central Im
agery Office described in paragraph (3) may be 
paid an allowance, in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary of Defense, at 
a rate not in excess of the allowance authorized 
to be paid under section 5941(a) of title 5 for em
ployees whose rates of basic pay are fixed by 
statute. 
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"(2) Such allowance shall be based on-
"( A) living costs substantially higher than in 

the District of Columbia; 
"(B) conditions of environment which-
"(i) differ substantially from conditions of en

vironment in the continental United States; and 
"(ii) warrant an allowance as a recruitment 

incentive; or 
"(C) both of those factors. 
"(3) This subsection applies to employees 

who-
"(A) are citizens or nationals of the United 

States; and 
"(B) are stationed outside the continental 

United States or in Alaska. 
"(e) TERMINATION OF EMPLOYEES.-(1) Not

withstanding any other provision of law, the 
Secretary of Defense may terminate the employ
ment of any employee of the Defense Intel
ligence Agency or the Central Imagery Office if 
the Secretary-

"( A) considers such action to be in the inter
ests of the United States; and 

"(B) determines that the procedures pre
scribed in other provisions of law that authorize 
the termination of the employment of such em
ployee cannot be invoked in a manner consist
ent with the national security. 

"(2) A decision by the Secretary of Defense to 
terminate the employment of an employee under 
this subsection is final and may not be appealed 
or reviewed outside the Department of Defense. 

"(3) The Secretary of Defense shall promptly 
notify the Permanent Select Committee on Intel
ligence of the House of Representatives and the 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate 
whenever the Secretary terminates the employ
ment of any , employee under the authority of 
this subsection. 

"(4) Any termination of employment under 
this subsection shall not affect the right of the 
employee involved to seek or accept employment 
with any other department or agency of the 
United States if that employee is declared eligi
ble for such employment by the Director of the 
Office of Personnel Management. 

"(5) The authority of the Secretary of Defense 
under this subsection may be delegated only to 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Director of 
the Defense Intelligence Agency (with respect to 
employees of the Defense Intelligence Agency). 
and the Director of the Central Imagery Office 
(with respect to employees of the Central Im
agery Office). An action to terminate employ
ment of an employee by any such officer may be 
appealed to the Secretary of Defense. 

"(f) DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE SENIOR LEVEL PO
SITIONS.-(1) In carrying out subsection (a)(l). 
the Secretary may designate positions described 
in paragraph (3) as Defense Intelligence Senior 
Level positions. The total number of positions 
designated under this subsection and in the De
fense Intelligence Senior Executive Service 
under section 1601 of this title may not exceed 
the number of positions in the Defense Intel
ligence Senior Executive Service as of June 1, 
1995. 

"(2) Positions designated under this sub
section shall be treated as equivalent for pur
poses of compensation to the senior level posi
tions to which section 5376 of title 5 is applica
ble. 

"(3) Positions that may be designated as De
fense Intelligence Senior Level positions are po
sitions in the Defense Intelligence Agency and 
Central Imagery Office that (A) are classified 
above the GS- 15 level, (B) emphasize functional 
expertise and advisory activity, but (C) do not 
have the organizational or program manage
ment functions necessary for inclusion in the 
Defense Intelligence Senior Executive Service. 

"(4) Positions referred to in paragraph (3) in
clude Defense Intelligence Senior Technical po
sitions and Defense Intelligence Senior Prof es-

sional positions. For purposes of this sub
section-

"(A) Defense Intelligence Senior Technical 
positions are positions covered by paragraph (3) 
that involve any of the following: 

"(i) Research and development. 
"(ii) Test and evaluation. 
"(iii) Substantive analysis, liaison, or advi

sory activity focusing on engineering, physical 
sciences, computer science, mathematics, biol
ogy, chemistry, medicine, or other closely relat
ed scientific and technical fields. 

"(iv) Intelligence disciplines including pro
duction, collection, and operations in close asso
ciation with any of the activities described in 
clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) or related activities; 
and 

"(B) Defense Intelligence Senior Professional 
positions are positions covered by paragraph (3) 
that emphasize staff, liaison, analytical, advi
sory, or other activity focusing on intelligence, 
law, finance and accounting, program and 
budget, human resources management, training, 
information services, logistics, security, and 
other appropriate fields. 

"(g) 'EMPLOYEE' DEFINED AS INCLUDING OFFl
CERS.-In this section, the term 'employee', with 
respect to the Defense Intelligence Agency or 
the Central Imagery Office, includes any civil
ian officer of that Agency or Office.". 
SEC. 502. COMPARABLE BENEFITS AND ALLOW· 

ANCES FOR CIVIUAN AND MIUTARY 
PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO DEFENSE 
INTELUGENCE FUNCTIONS OVER· 
SEAS. 

(a) CIVILIAN PERSONNEL.-Section 1605 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended

(1) in subsection (a)-
( A) by inserting "(1)" after "(a)"; 
(B) by striking out "of the Department of De

fense" and all that follows through "this sub
section," and inserting in lieu thereof "de
scribed in subsection (d)"; and 

(C) by designating the second sentence as 
paragraph (2); 

(2) by striking out subsection (c) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"(c) Regulations prescribed under subsection 
(a) may not take effect until the Secretary of 
Defense has submitted such regulations to--

"(1) the Committee on Armed Services and the 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate; 
and 

"(2) the Committee on National Security and 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the House of Representatives."; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(d) Subsection (a) applies to civilian person
nel of the Department of Defense who--

"(1) are United States nationals; 
"(2) in the case of employees of the Defense 

Intelligence Agency, are assigned to duty out
side the United States and, in the case of other 
employees, are assigned to Defense Atwche Of
fices or Defense Intelligence Agency Liaison Of
fices outside the United States; and 

"(3) are designated by the Secretary of De
fense for the purposes of subsection (a).". 

(b) MILITARY PERSONNEL.-Section 431 of title 
37, United States Code, is amended-

(1) in subsection (a). by striking out "who are 
assigned to" and all that follows through "of 
this subsection" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"described in subsection (e)"; 

(2) by striking out subsection (d) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"(d) Regulations prescribed under subsection 
(a) may not take effect until the Secretary of 
Defense has submitted such regulations to--

"(1) the Committee on Armed Services and the 
Select Com~ittee on Intelligence of the Senate; 
and 

"(2) the Committee on National Security and 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the House of Representatives."; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(e) Subsection (a) applies to members of the 
armed forces who-

"(1) are assigned-
"( A) to Defense Attache Offices or Defense In

telligence Agency Liaison Offices outside the 
United States; or 

"(B) to the Defense Intelligence Agency and 
engaged in intelligence-related duties outside 
the United States; and 

"(2) are designated by the Secretary of De
fense for the purposes of subsection (a) .". 
SEC. 503. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO CON· 

DUCT INTELLIGENCE COMMERCIAL 
ACTIVITIES. 

Section 431(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by striking out "1995" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "1998". 
SEC. 504. AVAILABIUTY OF FUNDS FOR TIER II 

UAV. 
All funds appropriated for fiscal year 1995 for 

the Medium Altitude Endurance Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicle (Tier Il) are specifically author
ized, within the meaning of section 504 of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414). for 
such purpose. 

TITLE VI-TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 601. CLARIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO PAY 

FOR DIRECTOR OR DEPUTY DIREC· 
TOR OF CENTRAL INTELUGENCE AP· 
POINTED FROM COMMISSIONED OF· 
FICERS OF THE ARMED FORCES. 

(a) CLARIFICAT/ON.-Subparagraph (C) of sec
tion 102(c)(3) of the National Security Act of 
1947 (50 U.S.C. 403(c)(3)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(C) A commissioned officer of the Armed 
Forces on active duty who is appointed to the 
position of Director or Deputy Director, while 
serving in such position and while remaining on 
active duty, shall continue to receive military 
pay and allowances. Funds from which such 
pay and allowances are paid shall be reimbursed 
from funds available to the Director.". 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.-(1) Subpara
graphs (A) and (B) of such section are amended 
by striking out "pursuant to paragraph (2) or 
(3)" and inserting in lieu thereof "to the posi
tion of Director or Deputy Director". 

(2) Subparagraph (B) of such section is 
amended by striking out "paragraph (A)" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "subparagraph (A)". 
SEC. 602. CHANGE OF DESIGNATION OF CIA OF· 

FICE OF SECURITY. 
Section 701(b)(3) of the National Security Act 

of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 431(b)(3)), is amended by strik
ing out "Office of Security" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Office of Personnel Security". 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. COMBEST 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 3 Offered by Mr. Combest: 

Page 7, line 9, strike "other". 
Page 7, line 10, insert "identified in section 

904" after "law". 
Page 7, line 13, insert "and reports to Con

gress in accordance with section 903" after 
"determines". 

Page 7, line 15, insert "related to the ac
tivities giving rise to the sanction" after 
"investigation". 

Page 7, line 16, insert "related to the ac
tivities giving rise to the sanctions" after 
"method". 

Page 7, beginning on line 16, strike "The 
President" and all that follows through line 
18, and insert the following: "Any such stay 
shall be effective for a period of time speci
fied by the President, which period may not 
exceed 120 days, unless such period is ex
tended in accordance with section 902." . 
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Page 7. after line 18, insert the following: 

"EXTENSION OF STAY 

"SEC. 902. Whenever the President deter
mines and reports to Congress in accordance 
with section 903 that a stay of sanctions pur
suant to section 901 has not afforded suffi
cient time to obviate the risk to an ongoing 
criminal investigation or to an intelligence 
source or method that gave rise to the stay, 
he may extend such stay for a period of time 
specified by the President, which period may 
not exceed 120 days. The authority of this 
section may be used to extend the period of 
a stay pursuant to section 901 for successive 
periods of not more than 120 days each. 

Page 7. strike line 19 and all that follows 
through line 6 on page 8, and insert the fol
lowing: 

''REPORTS 

"SEC. 903. Reports to Congress pursuant to 
sections 901 and 902 shall be submitted in a 
timely fashion upon determinations under 
this title. Such reports shall be submitted to 
the Committee on International Relations of 

· the House of Representatives and the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate. 
With respect to determinations relating to 
intelligence sources and methods, reports 
shall also be submitted to the Permanent Se
lect Committee on Intelligence of the House 
of Representatives and the Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the Senate. With respect 
to determinations relating to ongoing crimi
nal investigations. reports shall also be sub
mitted to the Committees on the Judiciary 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen
ate. 

"LAWS SUBJECT TO STAY 

" SEC. 904. The President may use the au
thority of sections 901 and 902 to stay the im
position of an economic, cultural, diplo
matic, or other sanction or related action by 
the United States Government concerning a 
foreign country, organization, or person oth
erwise required to be imposed by the Chemi
cal and Biological Weapons Control and War
fare Elimination Act of 1991 (title III of Pub
lic Law 102-182); the Nuclear Proliferation 
Prevention Act of 1994 (title VITI of . Public 
Law 103-236); title XVII of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(Public Law 101-510) (relating to the non
proliferation of missile technology); the 
Iran-Iraq Arms Nonproliferation Act of 1992 
(title XVI of Public Law 102-484); and section 
573 of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi
nancing Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, 1994 (Public Law 103-87), section 563 of 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1995 
(Public Law 103-306), and comparable provi
sions within annual appropriations Acts. 

''APPLICATION 

" SEC. 905. This title shall cease to be effec
tive on the date which is three years after 
the date of the enactment of this title .". 

Page 8, after line 9 and before line 10, 
amend the matter proposed to be inserted to 
read as follows: 
" TITLE IX-APPLICATION OF SANCTIONS LAWS 

TO INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

"Sec. 901. Stay of sanctions. 
"Sec. 902. Extension of stay. 
" Sec. 903. Reports. 
"Sec. 904. Laws subject to stay. 
"Sec. 905. Application.". 
Mr. COMBEST (during the reading). 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment reflects the results of dis
cussions between the Members and 
staffs of the Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence and the Com
mittee on International Relations on 
issues pertaining to the application of 
sanction laws to intelligence activities. 

Since the Permanent Select Commit
tee on Intelligence had reported out 
legislation on sanctions deferrals, the 
committee has been working with the 
Committee on International Relations 
to incorporate the concerns of that 
committee and, therefore, modify sec
tion 303 as reported by the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what this 
amendment does. I would urge the 
adoption of this amendment. Before I 
turn to the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. DICKS], I would like to thank 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN], chairman of the Committee 
on International Relations, for the gen
tleman's interest, contribution, and his 
cooperation, as well as that of the gen
tleman's staff; the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. PELOSI], of our commit
tee, who was a strong proponent of any 
U.S. sanction laws and has paid close 
attention to this legislation; and cer
tainly to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BERMAN] and his staff, all of 
who made very constructive contribu
tions and have worked closely to work
ing this out in a bipartisan and satis
factory manner. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of Chairman COMBEST's amend
ment to section 303 of the bill. As the 
committee report makes clear, the 
committee intends to monitor closely 
the use of the authority provided under 
section 303. The amendment should as
sist in this regard by imposing a 3-year 
sunset provision. 

Furthermore, as the report also 
points out, this authority is only ap
propriate in limited cases. The amend
ment makes clear that the authority 
only pertains to specific laws designed 
to limit the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction, their delivery sys
tems or advanced conventional weap
ons. Finally, the amendment states 
that the source or method or ongoing 
criminal investigation that the Presi
dent may delay the sanction to pro
tect, must be related to the activities 
giving rise to the sanction. 

I believe this is a good amendment 
and I am pleased to accept it. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. ·Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me 
initially address the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] 

and thank the gentleman very much 
for both his remarks and his work on 
this amendment, as well as thanks to 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] the ranking member, and to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL
MAN] chairman of the Committee on 
International Relations, and a special 
note of appreciation to the gentle
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI], 
who pointed out to me this issue that 
was raised by the authorization bill. 

Mr. Chairman, section 303 amends 
the National Security Act of 1947 to 
add a new section, 901, authorizing the 
President to stay the imposition of cer
tain sanctions, should the President 
determine that to proceed without 
delay would seriously risk the com
promise of an ongoing criminal inves
tigation or an intelligence source or 
method. 

Mr. Chairman, I was originally quite 
troubled by that provision, because it 
appeared to me to provide an open
ended opportunity for any President to 
bypass the intent sanctions law. I had 
raised similar concerns during House 
debate in 1991, on the provisions of H.R. 
1415 that amended the Export Adminis
tration Act. I thought, as I pointed out 
in a colloquy then with the chairman 
of the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, Mr. Mc Curdy, that the 
President, in rare circumstances, could 
delay such a determination in those 
situations, but the administration has 
raised new concerns that existing law 
was not sufficient to provide them with 
legal flexibility. 

In this case, the bipartisan coopera
tion of the staff of the Permanent Se
lect Committee on Intelligence, and its 
leadership, has allowed us to have a 
briefing from both the intelligence 
community and the Department of 
State. 

Mr. Chairman, it is now my under
standing that with this amendment, 
the original provision as amended, will 
mean that a decision to stay tempo
rarily consideration of the imposition 
of a sanction will only be to protect 
sources and methods in an ongoing 
criminal investigation. 

Such a presidential determination 
will not be used as the pretext for any 
decision not to impose sanctions, for 
example, for economic or commercial 
reasons, fearing that such action could 
jeopardize a commercial decision, or 
for geopolitical reasons, fearing that 
such a decision could damage our bilat
eral relationships with a particular 
country. 

I have been informed by the adminis
tration that such determinations will 
only be made in exceptional cir
cumstances. We are discussing here a 
delay decision, not a decision to refuse 
to impose such sanctions which are 
mandated under law. 

0 1130 
Should such a decision to delay de

termination be made by the President. 
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a report will be made in a prompt and 
expeditious manner to the concerned 
committees of jurisdiction, including 
the Committee on International Rela
tions. It is my understanding that such 
reports will indicate clearly the nature 
of the sanctionable action, the applica
ble law to the sanctionable activity, 
the country or countries in which the 
activity took place, and, where appro
priate, the party to the violation. 

The intent of my amendment, which 
sunsets this provision 3 years from the 
date of enactment, is to ensure an op
portunity to evaluate the use of this 
change to the National Security Act to 
ensure that is used for the purpose in
tended and has not had a deleterious 
effect on the sanctions law. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] has 
expired. 

(At the request of Mr. BERMAN and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. COMBEST was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BERMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I will put my statement 
in the RECORD. 

I thank the distinguished Member from 
Texas and chairman of the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence, Mr. COMBEST, for 
his kind remarks and those of the distin
guished ranking member, Mr. DICKS. I appre
ciate the effort that they have taken to accom
modate my concern and those of the chairman 
of the International Relations Committee, Mr. 
GILMAN. 

The amendment I have offered to the bill 
which has been incorporated in the chairman's 
amendment, I believe, will take care of my 
concerns, and those of the gentlelady from 
California [Ms. PELOSI], that section 303 
should not unduly loosen current sanctions 
law. 

As Mr. COMBEST has noted, section 303 
amends the National Security Act of 1947 to 
add a new section 901 authorizing the Presi
dent to stay the imposition of certain sanctions 
should the President determine that to pro
ceed without delay would seriously risk the 
compromise of an ongoing criminal investiga
tion or an intelligence source or method. 

I was troubled by that provision when ini
tially proposed by the administration because 
it appeared to me to provide an open-ended 
opportunity for any President to by-pass the 
intent of sanctions law. I had raised similar 
concerns during House debate in 1991 on pro
visions in H.R. 1415 that amended the Export 
Administration Act and the Arms Export Con
trol Act. At that time I responded to an inquiry 
from Mr. Mccurdy, then chairman of the Se
lect Committee on Intelligence, that it was my 
understanding that the President, in rare cir
cumstances, could delay a determination on 
sanctions if such a delay is necessary to pro
tect intelligence sources and methods with the 
proviso that such a delay should not be indefi
nite. Since then, the administration has raised 
anew concerns that existing law was not suffi
cient to provide them with legal flexibility. 

In this case, with the bipartisan cooperation 
of the staff of the Select Committee on Intel
ligence, whose excellent assistance I much 

appreciate, I took the opportunity to be briefed 
by representatives from both the intelligence 
community and the Department of State on 
their rationale for requesting this amendment. 

It is now my understanding that a decision 
to stay temporarily consideration of the imposi
tion of a sanction will only be to protect 
sources and methods and ongoing criminal in
vestigations. Such a Presidential determination 
will not be used as the pretext for any decision 
not to impose sanctions, for example for eco
nomic reasons, fearing such action would 
jeopardize a commercial decision, or for geo
political reasons, fearing that such a decision 
would damage our relations with a particular 
country. I have been informed by the adminis
tration that such determinations will only be 
made in exceptional circumstances. I should 
note that we are discussing a delay in a deci
sion, not a decision not to impose such sanc
tions mandated under law. Should such a de
cision to delay determination be made by the 
President, a report will be made in a prompt 
and expeditious manner to the concerned 
committees or jurisdiction, including the Inter
national Relations Committee. It is my under
standing that such reports will indicate clearly 
the nature of the sanctionable action, the ap
plicable law to the sanctionable activity, the 
country or countries in which the activity took 
place, and, where appropriate, the party to the 
violation. 

The intent of my amendment which sunsets 
this provision 3 years from the date of enact
ment is to ensure an opportunity to evaluate 
the use of this change to the National Security 
Act of 1947 to ensure that it is used for the 
purpose intended and that it has not had ·a 
detrimental effect on the intent of our sanc
tions law. 

I am pleased with the accommodation 
worked out with both sides and wish to thank 
Ms. PELOSI for her energetic work on this 
issue. Finally, I would like to thank the Demo
cratic and Republican staffs of both the Inter
national Relations Committee and the Select 
Committee on Intelligence for the professional 
and bipartisan manner in which they resolved 
this issue. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to 
raise a related issue. As one of the authors of 
current sanctions law, I have become con
cerned that the standards for imposing sanc
tions have been raised to such an impossible 
level that the ability of sanctions to call atten
tion to grievous violations of international 
standards which threaten world security and 
also to punish violators has been undermined. 
The time may have come for us to evaluate 
whether or not we need a more flexible set of 
policy tools to respond to such violations and 
violators. As we all know, the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction remains a seri
ous problem. In the coming months, I hope 
this concern can be engaged. The inter
national-eemmunity needs desperately to slow, 
if not end, the spread of biological, chemical, 
and nuclear weapons to rogue states. 

Mr. Chairman, I do want to finish by 
asking the gentleman if he would en
tertain a unanimous consent request 
that on line 10, page 2, following the 
words " submitted in a", the gentleman 
would add the word "prompt" so the 
report would be made in a prompt and 

timely fashion, and I have that amend
ment in writing here, if the gentleman 
is willing, offer it as a unanimous con
sent amendment to his amendment. 

Mr. COMBEST. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I certainly concur with 
the gentleman. I appreciate his further 
explanation of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, is it in order at this 
time for the author of the amendment 
to request unanimous ·consent to add 
"prompt and" in the section, "in a 
prompt and timely fashion" in line 10, 
page 2 of the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The modification is 
in order, without objection. 
MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

COMBEST 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment with the language which I 
have read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to amendment offered by Mr. 

COMBEST: On page 2, line 10 of the proposed 
amendment insert " prompt and" after "sub
mitted in a" . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the modification offered by the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the amendment, as modi

fied, is as follows: 
Amendment, as modified, offered by Mr. 

COMBEST: Page 7, line 9, strike " other" . 
Page 7, line 10, insert " identified in section 

904" after " law". 
Page 7, line 13, insert " and reports to Con

gress in accordance with section 903" after 
"determines". 

Page 7, line 15, insert "related to the ac
tivities giving rise to the sanction" after 
" investigation" . 

Page 7, line 16, insert " related to the ac
tivities giving rise to the sanction" after 
" method" . 

Page 7, beginning on line 16, strike "The 
President" and all that follows through line 
18, and insert the following: " Any such stay 
shall be effective for a period of time speci
fied by the President, which period may not 
exceed 120 days, unless such period is ex
tended in accordance with section 902. ". 

Page 7, after line 18, insert the following: 
" EXTENSION OF STAY 

" SEC. 902. Whenever the President deter
mines and reports to Congress in accordance 
with section 903 that a stay of sanctions pur
suant to section 901 has not afforded suffi
cient time to obviate the risk to an ongoing 
criminal investigation or to an intelligence 
source or method that gave rise to the stay, 
he may extend such stay for a period of time 
specified by the President, which period may 
not exceed 120 days. The authority of this 
section may be used to extend the period of 
a stay pursuant to section 901 for successive 
periods of not more than 120 days each." 

Page 7, strike line 19 and all that follows 
through line 6 on page 8, and insert the fol
lowing: 

' 'REPORTS 
"SEC. 903. Reports to Congress pursuant to 

sections 901 and 902 shall be submitted in a 
prompt and timely fashion upon determina
tions under this title. Such reports shall be 
submitted to the Committee on Inter
national Relations of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign 
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Relations of the Senate. With respect to de
terminations relating to intelligence sources 
and methods, reports shall also be submitted 
to the Permanent Select Committee on In
telligence of the House of Representatives 
and the Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the Senate. With respect to determinations 
relating to ongoing criminal investigations, 
reports shall also be submitted to the Com
mittees on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate. 

"LAWS SUBJECT TO STAY 

"SEC. 904. The President may use the au
thority of sections 901 and 902 to stay the im
position of an economic, cultural, diplo
matic, or other sanction or related action by 
the United States Government concerning a 
foreign country, organization, or person oth
erwise required to be imposed by the Chemi
cal and Biological Weapons Control and War
fare Elimination Act of 1991 (title III of Pub
lic Law 102-182); the Nuclear Proliferation 
Prevention Act of 1994 (title VIII of Public 
Law 103-236); title XVII of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(Public Law 101-510) (relating to the non
proliferation of missile technology); the 
Iran-Iraq Arms Nonproliferation Act of 1992 
(title XVI of Public Law 102-484); and section 
573 of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi
nancing Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, 1994 (Public Law 103-87), section 563 of 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1995 
(Public Law 103-306), and comparable provi
sions within annual appropriations Acts. 

''APPLICATION 

"SEC. 905. This title shall cease to be effec
tive on the date which is three years after 
the date of the enactment of this title.". 

Page 8, after line 9 and before line 10, 
amend the matter proposed to be inserted to 
read as follows: 
"TITLE IX-APPLICATION OF SANCTIONS LAWS 

TO INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

"Sec. 901. Stay of sanctions. 
"Sec. 902. Extension of stay. 
"Sec. 903. Reports. 
"Sec. 904. Laws subject to stay. 
"Sec. 905. Application.". 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I. just 
want to thank the gentleman for agree
ing to that amendment as well as to in
corporating the sunset amendment, to 
thank the gentlewoman from Califor
nia for all of her help in this as well as 
being able to raise this issue initially, 
and I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. COMBEST. I appreciate the gen
tleman's cooperative nature in working 
this out. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, I have no objection 
to that change either. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel
ligence, I rise to express my support for 
Chairman COMBEST' s amendment and 
my appreciation to the chairman and 
the ranking member and the commit
tee staff for their work to address con
cerns about the bill's provisions allow
ing the President to delay the imposi
tion of sanctions against other coun
tries if the sanctions compromise, one, 
an intelligence source or method or, 
two, an ongoing criminal investigation. 

I would also, of course, like to ac
knowledge and commend our colleague, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN], for his contribution. He has 
been a leader in the fight against weap
ons proliferation. I want to commend 
him for his work over the years to 
make sanctions a more effective for
eign policy tool. The gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN] and his staff 
were active participants in the devel
opment of what, I think, is a very nec
essary amendment under the leader
ship of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
COMBEST]. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress over the 
years has decided that the imposition 
of sanctions is appropriate response to 
certain activities which threaten U.S. 
foreign policy goals and global stabil
ity. We have laws on the books man
dating imposition of sanctions for the 
proliferation of weapons of mass de
struction, for the illegal transfer of 
some munitions, and for violation of 
missile technology controls. These 
sanctions have had an important deter
rent and punitive effect and have in
creased the administration's leverage 
in discussing potential violations with 
the proliferators. 

If, indeed, the sanctions which are on 
the books are too punitive, too draco
nian to ever be used and, therefore, to 
be considered a credible threat, then, 
we should, as a Congress, revisit those 
sanctions. The gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BERMAN] whom we are blessed 
to have a understanding position be
cause of his knowledge and attention 
to these issues, stands ready, as he in
dicated in his remarks, to assist the 
administration or any administration 
in making appropriate changes. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Blessed? 
I appreciate the very nice comments 

from my friend. I just wanted to em
phasize this point. I included it in my 
original statement, but I did not read 
it at this particular point. It is wrong 
to use, for instance, this new provision 
to protect sources and methods as a 
way of getting around the imposition 
of sanctions. If the feeling is the par
ticular sanctions law in an area, 
whether it is chemical, biological 
weapons, missile proliferation, or nu
clear, is too inflexible, then the admin
istration should come to the Congress 
and suggest those changes. 

Let us take, for example, let us talk 
for one moment about China. It is, 
without getting into any specifics, ev
eryone understands the importance of 
the political, or bilateral relationship 
with China, and what that country is 
about and what we need to be doing 
there. 

The key question, though, in terms 
of proliferation issues is whether or not 
the law, as passed by Congress, as 

signed by the President, is going to be 
followed. If that law is too inflexible, 
the answer is not to avoid a conclusion 
with respect to proliferation The an
swer is to come back to Congress and 
seek the flexibility that is desired. 

So I appreciate the gentlewoman for 
bringing this up. Our only point in this 
whole discussion is that we do not want 
this to become a new way by which the 
executive branch, as a pretext, avoids 
imposing sanctions because they do not 
want to alter some commercial deal, 
because they do not want to have any 
disruption in the bilateral relationship. 
The question of proliferation of weap
ons of mass destruction is too impor
tant to be used as a pawn in that proc
ess. We are ready to make those provi
sions more flexible if that is what is 
needed. But that should not be the 
basis for not making a decision to im
pose sanctions. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
for putting that on the record publicly 
because I think that should be a very 
important part of our policy as we re
view these sanctions rather than al
ways seeking waivers and to make the 
sanctions more credible as a threat by 
making them more possible to be used. 

In the interests of time, Mr. Chair
man, I would like to submit my full 
statement for the RECORD, but I would 
like to engage the chairman of the full 
committee for a moment in colloquy. 

My concerns were about time. I see 
the gentleman has addressed the first 
time issue of prompt and timely fash
ion. 

My other concern, Mr. Chairman, is 
that an administration could feasibly 
stretch out this process for 3 years, 120 
days at a time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI] has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. COMBEST and 
by unanimous consent, Ms. PELOSI was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I was so 
pleased that in the chairman's state
ment he said, "In these cases, it is ex
pected that the utmost will be done to 
resolve the sources and methods or law 
enforcement problems as soon as pos
sible." So that an administration could 
not just use 120 days for whatever rea
son, economic purposes or other rea
sons, in a series of these 120 days to 
delay addressing the real issue at hand. 
Is it the gentleman's understanding 
that they would have to resolve the 
sources and methods problem as quick
ly as possible, as indicated in the state
ment? 

Mr. COMBEST. If the gentlewoman 
will yield further, I totally would con
cur with the gentlewoman, and I am 
glad the gentlewoman asked for this 
time to make sure the RECORD reflects 
the intent, and I assure the gentle
woman that I would stand by her, be
hind her or wherever she would wish, in 
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trying to nail this down much more 
specifically, if we detected at all this 
happens to be a problem and it appears 
that there is any abuse of the latitude 
which this amendment has provided. 

Ms. PELOSI. If I may further, I 
thank the chairman for that confirma
tion. 

But I also would like to once again 
reaffirm the intent of Congress that 
this waiver only is used when this 
would jeopardize sources and methods 
or jeopardize an ongoing criminal in
vestigation. There is no other standard 
or condition under which the adminis
tration could seek this blanket waiver? 

Mr. COMBEST. If the gentlewoman 
will yield further, yes, that is exactly 
correct. I would take that one step fur
ther and would tell the gentlewoman I 
would be very glad to work with her to 
make certain that it has to be very 
black and white, one of those areas of 
exemption that there cannot be a gray 
area under which there was a claim of 
exemption for one of those purposes, if, 
in fact, it was not emphatically one of 
those very specified purposes. 

Ms. PELOSI. As the gentleman indi
cated in his statement, based on the 
testimony that the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence received on 
this subject, the instances where sanc
tions would be def erred due to the 
source or method of criminal investiga
tion problems would be rare? 

Mr. COMBEST. I totally concur with 
the gentlewoman. She is absolutely 
correct, and I appreciate her interest in 
this. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the chairman. I 
once again thank the chairman for his 
cooperation on presenting this man
ager's amendment and accommodating 
some of the concerns that the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN] 
and I and other members of the com
mittee had on it. 

Mr. Chairman, with that, since the 
chairman has confirmed so many of 
these issues, I can dispense with some 
of my statement and put it in the 
RECORD and once again urge my col
leagues to support the Combest amend
ment and thank him for his leadership 
as well as thanking the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BERMAN] and the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS]. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as modified, offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COM
BEST]. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to 
take much time. I appreciate the time 
at this point in the debate; since we 
moved through general debate so 
quickly it caught some of us napping, I 
am afraid. 

I want to thank our chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas, and the ranking 

member, the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. DICKS], for their leadership in 
putting this bill together this year. I 
was off the committee for several 
months and have only recently re
joined the committee. While I gen
erally support this bill as meeting vital 
national security needs, there are a 
couple of areas in which I hope we may 
be able to make some changes and im
provements when we get to conference, 
Mr. Chairman, and I wanted to discuss 
those this morning. 

One has to do with the funding levels 
for declassification as driven by the 
President's new executive order. I am 
afraid that the relatively low and arbi
trary limits per agency that are in
cluded in the bill at this point will seri
ously impede the very necessary work 
that needs to be done within the intel
ligence community to move expedi
tiously to declassify many of our rel
atively old but still classified, docu
ments. We have made some real 
progress in the whole question of clas
sification reform over the· last several 
years. We need to proceed and stay on 
track in this area. 

It is very important for a functioning 
democracy to make as mu'Jh informa
tion as possible available to its citi
zens, and the classification reform ef
forts that both the Congress and the 
administration have taken are serving 
that end. We should not impede them 
by unrealistically low budget caps. 

Second, there is, I think, too low a 
limit set in this bill for the environ
mental task force. A different number 
is pending in the legislation working 
its way through the other body. I hope 
we will be able to make some adjust
ments there as well. 

The committee held hearings earlier 
this year addressing the intelligence 
community and what it should be con
cerned with in the next century. Inter
estingly, several expert witnesses iden
tified the environment and the global 
environmental threat that we face as 
central to our national security chal
lenge in the next century. 

It would be a shame, given that, for 
us to be shortchanging the work that 
has been started in a very important 
initiative known as the environmental 
task force, which is using products 
originally produced with intelligence 
assets, declassifying them in appro
priate ways, so that the information 
can be available to policymakers, the 
scientific community, and the general 
public. That is something I think we 
need to continue, and I hope, speaking 
to my chairman of the committee, that 
we will be able to deal with both these 
funding issues pertaining to declas
sification and to the environmental 
task force when we get to conference. 

I support the Intelligence authorization bill 
because I believe that, on balance, it supports 
vital national security needs. I believe it is im
portant to support the crucial activities of the 
intelligence community at a time when many 

regions of the world are increasingly threat
ened by ethnic conflict, by territorial disputes, 
and by arms competition. We also need to 
support the use of our intelligence resources 
to understand and combat new threats to our 
own security, from things as obvious as terror
ism and the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction, to those as subtle as global envi
ronmental degradation. 

This bill has authorized an intelligence 
budget at a level slightly higher than the Presi
dent requested for fiscal year 1996. In a time 
of tight budgets, when domestic programs are 
being slashed, I would have preferred an au
thorization level closer to the President's re
quest. And we'll have a chance to vote on 
making just such an adjustment. 

I also have serious concerns about two mat
ters-funding levels for declassification of doc
uments and funding for the environmental task 
force-that I hope can be worked out in con
ference. 

My first concern centers around the arbitrary 
restrictions that this legislation places on the 
amount agencies can spend to declassify doc
uments under the requirements of the Presi
dent's new executive order on classified na
tional security information-signed on April 17, 
1995. These restrictions threaten to scuttle a 
long-needed system of reforms to an outdated 
and expensive systern of classifying Govern
ment information. 

When I joined the Intelligence Committee in 
1993 I was astonished to learn that agency 
heads couldn't even tell us roughly how much 
their budget was spent on document classi
fication and security. At that time millions of 
older documents were being held under lock 
and key at tremendous cost to U.S. taxpayers, 
even though their disclosure posed no national 
security risk. Some of the most astonishing 
examples: documents concerning troop move
ments in World War I and documents concern
ing POW/MIA's in the Korean war. 

Despite sweeping changes in the inter
national arena, the Government's classification 
bureaucracy had been stuck on autopilot, 
stamping "secret" on nearly 7 million new doc
uments each year and marking 95 percent for 
indefinite restriction. For a democratic and free 
society to work, the people must have as 
much information as possible about the activi
ties of their Government. So, I decided to do 
something about this. 

The result in 1994, driven by language in 
our 1993 Intelligence bill, was the first-ever ac
counting of the costs and number of personnel 
involved in classifying and maintaining Gov
ernment secrets. These reports revealed that 
keeping the Nation's secrets employs 32,400 
workers and costs $2.28 billion. Last year, I 
took the reform effort one step further by re
qui ring agencies to come up with suggestions 
about how to cut spending on classification 
and secrecy. This initiative led to a Govern
ment-wide program of cost accounting and ex
penditure reduction efforts involving all the 
agencies that make up the intelligence com
munity. 

Both this effort and work already underway 
in the Clinton administration has already 
begun to pay off. In fiscal year 1994 the num
ber of new documents being classified was 
down over 26 percent. Real gains are also 
being made on declassification front. In 1994 
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there was a 70 percent increase in pages de
classified under systematic review. In addition, 
the President ordered a one-time declassifica
tion in bulk of almost 50 million pages of his
torical records in the National Archives. 

Now the President has consolidated the re
form effort with the issuance of Executive 
Order 12958 on April 17, 1995. The Presi
dent's executive order balances the competing 
needs of access and security in a cost-effec
tive way by laying out a uniform system for 
classifying, safeguarding, and declassifying 
national security information. 

Unfortunately, this Intelligence authorization 
bill could effectively block the crucial reform of 
the classification behemoth by limiting to $2.5 
million each the amount of funds that each 
agency can spend to carry out the declas
sification provisions in the executive order. 

It is important to remember that the Presi
dent's executive order requires that, unless 
ground for an exemption exist, classified infor
mation contained in records that are 25 years 
old, and of permanent historical value, shall be 
automatically declassified within 5 years of the 
order whether or not the records have been 
reviewed. This assumes that adequate funds 
will be provided to review documents to deter
mine if their release would jeopardize national 
security. So, ironically, if adequate moneys are 
not provided for the declassification process, 
certain documents that should not be declas
sified may slip through the cracks. It is impor
tant, therefore, for Congress to provide ade
quate funds to carry out a careful and com
prehensive review of documents to be declas
sified. 

Classification reform also extends to a new 
classification discipline. Over-use of classifica
tion is costly in its direct budget impacts, in 
that it's expensive to maintain the infrastruc
ture to keep secrets. It's also costly in its indi
rect effects of devaluing the currency, that is 
for those who work with classified information 
to be appropriately vigilant, there needs to be 
a sense that classification is not invoked 
where it doesn't have to be. And then, again, 
there are the costs to democracy. 

Lets not trip up agency efforts to reform just 
as we're beginning to turn the tide on the sea 
of top-secret paper. 

I am also concerned about the severe fund
ing limitations that this bill places on the envi
ronmental task force [ETF]. 

Global and national environmental threats 
should be of real concern to national security 
and intelligence experts. In fact, in hearings 
we held earlier this year on "The Intelligence 
Community in the Twenty First Century" sev
eral expert witnesses testified that environ
mental threats might well prove to be the most 
significant challenge to our Nation's security in 
the too distant future. 

Why then, does this bill reduce funding au
thority for the ETF to $5 million, which is less 
than a third of the President's request? By se
verely reducing the authorization for ETF this 
bill threatens several efforts that are making 
significant environmental information derived 
from intelligence assets available to the gen
eral public, the scientific community, and other 
Federal agencies. 

Our country has already made an enormous 
investment in classified systems and tech
nology. For a very small additional expendi-

ture, we can exploit this investment to benefit 
the ability of Government and science and in
dustry to anticipate and attack problems driven 
by global environmental changes. The ETF ini
tiatives is already helping policymakers and 
scientists obtain the data they need to under
stand long-term environmental change and de
velop better management techniques to deal 
with natural and ecological disasters. 

Critics of the ETF have argued that this ini
tiative diverts the intelligence community from 
its primary purpose. But the function of intel
ligence is to support policymakers. And in this 
instance, the ETF supports policymakers in a 
range of agencies-the Department of Com
merce, Defense, Energy, Interior, Transpor
tation, the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the National Science Founda
tion-enabling them to use intelligence data to 
facilitate disaster relief planning and to de
velop international policies that have an envi
ronmental component. For example, there's 
nothing more fundamental to political stability 
than adequate food stocks, which in turn are 
dependent on environmental factors and popu
lation trends. All this is probably the subject of 
intelligence, and the resulting intelligence 
products ought to be available as widely as 
possible. The best technology available for 
getting the data is already available. We just 
need to put it to better use. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: 

Page 10, after line 17, insert the following: 
SEC. 308. COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN 

ACT. 
No funds appropriated pursuant to this Act 

may be expended by an entity unless the en
tity agrees that in expending the assistance 
the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 ( 41 
U.S.C. 10a-10c, popularly known as the "Buy 
American Act"). 
SEC. 309. SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT 

REGARDING NOTICE. 
(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP

MENT AND PRODUCTS.-ln the case of any 
equipment or products that may be author
ized to be purchased with financial assist
ance provided under this Act, it is the sense 
of the Congress that entities receiving such 
assistance should, in expending the assist
ance, purchase only American-made equip
ment and products. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pro
vide to each recipient of the assistance a no
tice describing the statement made in sub
section (a) by the Congress. 
SEC. 310. PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS. 

If it has been finally determined by a court 
or Federal agency that any person inten
tionally affixed a fraudulent label bearing a 
"Made in America" inscription, or any in
scription with the same meaning, to any 
product sold in or shipped to the United 
States that was not made in the United 
States, such person shall be ineligible to re
ceive any contract or subcontract made with 
funds provided pursuant to this Act, pursu
ant to the debarment, suspension, and ineli
gibility procedures described in sections 9.400 
through 9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Reg
ulations. 

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

want to commend the chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], 
and the ranking member, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS], 
for the fine bill. 

I just want to jump in here early by 
saying the Congress of the United 
States .should support John Deutsch. 
He knows the military well. He knows 
his way around Washington, the politi
cal landscape. He has done a remark
able job every place he has been, and I 
am glad to see that he is the CIA direc
tor, and we give him the shot to per
form well. 

D 1145 
Now this is a stealth budget. I have a 

stealth Buy American amendment. We 
are all familiar with it. It makes a lot 
of sense, and I would hope that the 
committee would accept it. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. I think I could assure 
the gentleman that the gentleman 
from Washington would love for there 
to be plenty of purchases of stealth, 
but I would just like to state that the 
Chair has seen the amendment, we cer
tainly concur with it, and we would ac
cept the amendment. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS], 
the distinguished ranking member. 

Mr. DICKS. I want to compliment the 
gentleman from Ohio who has been 
steadfast in his support for the Buy 
American prov1s1on and for this 
amendment. We have always been able 
to work this out in conference. The 
record of the CIA and other agencies in 
this bill in this area is very exemplary, 
by the way, but I want to compliment 
the gentleman. We have enjoyed work
ing with him over the years, and we on 
our side of the aisle will be glad to ac
cept the amendment as well. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I appreciate that. I 
do rise in support of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not offer an 

amendment at this time, but I would 
like to just discuss generally the sub
ject of the intelligence budget and also 
a specific item under that which I 
think needs to be understood by the 
Members of this Congress. 
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I am new to the Permanent Select 

Committee on Intelligence in that I 
joined it in January of this year, and, 
quite frankly, I had no idea, as my col
league and many others in this body 
may, of the scope of what the intel
ligence community in the United 
States of America and beyond the 
United States of America actually does 
because of the nature of the informa
tion with which we deal. Obviously a 
lot of this is not discussed publicly, 
and I would encourage every Member, 
particularly the newer Members of 
Congress, those like me who are serv
ing in our second term and the first
term Members, if they could possibly, 
to visit the Permanent Select Commit
tee on Intelligence rooms to learn as 
much as they can about this extraor
dinary process. I think it is very, very 
important to our national security and 
something we should all understand. 

I would like to congratulate the 
chairman of the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], and 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. DICKS], and all 
the members actually of the Perma
nent Select Committee on Intelligence 
for the extraordinary devotion. They 
have been great mentors and teachers 
to me. They are as devoted as any 
group of individuals I have ever met to 
this subject and deserve, I think great 
congratulations. They do speak at 
times in acronyms, and I cannot under
stand them all the time, but I am try
ing to fight my way through that as 
well, as I cannot say enough about the 
staff itself, an extremely talented 
group of individuals and, again, one 
which is ready to help all the Members 
of this Congress when we have, when 
the Members have, an opportunity to 
understand better what we are doing in 
intelligence. 

I did want to discuss one subject, and 
that is the subject of the satellites that 
we are dealing with in the intelligence 
side of the space program. 

Pending results of the committee's 
IC 21 studies, which of course is what is 
going to happen in the 21st century, 
the bill before us makes no radical 
changes save in one area, and that area 
is satellites, where we took a number 
of substantial initiatives, for two pri
mary reasons. First, the rationale for 
these actions is that current, well-pub
lished plans to reduce the number of 
intelligence spacecraft on orbit will 
leave us even more vulnerable to denial 
and deception. 

A second reason is that space budgets 
have become unsustainably high. With
out major reductions in space program 
costs, we will be faced with truly 
unpalatable choices. We will have to 
devote a still greater percentage of the 
intelligence budget to satellites. Or we 
will have to forego or eliminate some 
much-needed satellite capabilities in 
order to fund other overhead collection 
programs. 

The space budget situation within 
the National Reconnaissance Program 
is little different from that encoun
tered by others, such as NASA. And, 
our solutions sometimes will have to 
be similar to those now being pioneered 
by NASA-cutting spacecraft weight 
and launch costs, building satellites 
more rapidly and getting technology 
on orbit faster, taking full advantage 
of rapidly advancing commercial tech
nology, and so on. Advancing tech
nology and management changes could 
allow us to have more capability for 
less money. We are pushing these pro
grams very hard, and I am pleased to 
see that, and we are pushing the pro
grams, as I said, and the methodolo
gies, which will in a few years-could 
permit a large and enduring for the fu
ture cost reduction. So we are con
fident that we are dealing correctly 
with the present and rapidly coming 
future technology which will ulti
mately help the taxpayers of the Unit
ed States of America. 

I just close again by thanking, con
gratulating, those who put in a lot of 
hours without television cameras or 
some of the normal glare and publicity 
that comes with this particular job be
cause it makes a huge difference, and I 
think without it our country would 
suffer. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASTLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. First of all, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Delaware 
[Mr. CASTLE} for his very kind re
marks, and I want to share in those re
marks not only about the chairman, 
but also about the staff of the commit
tee. We have an extraordinary staff, 
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
COMBEST] and I have worked very hard 
to try to bring the staff together in a 
very bipartisan way to try to deal with 
the issues, and to work for all the 
Members, and to work for the entire 
House, and I think they do an excep
tional job, and I am very proud of all of 
the members of our staff. 

I also would point out, too, to the 
gentleman I think he raises a very im
portant point about the satellite is
sues. There was a long story just the 
other day in the Washington Post 
about the Corona program which was 
declassified, and one of the things that 
struck me in reviewing the article was 
the fact that there was so much misin
formation between the United States 
and the Soviet Union about our missile 
forces, and one of the things that hap
pened when we had these satellites and 
had better information is that is really 
quieted some of the fears and, I think, 
may have helped us avoid a confronta
tion between the United States and the 
soviet Union. 

So good information is important not 
only for us, but also for our allies, and 
I think it helped the United States go 

through a very difficult time in its his
tory and as we go now in to a new era. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. DICKS and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CASTLE was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. DICKS. As we go into this new 
era, as my colleague knows, we are, in 
fact, making some investments in new 
capabilities in the satellite area, but 
over time it will help us reduce the 
amount of money necessary for intel
ligence. It is one of those things where 
we have to invest now in order to get 
the capability, but the capability we 
are going to have will mean fewer sat
ellites in orbit, but much more capable 
satellites. 

So I just hope we can stay with the 
program. I've urged John Deutch, and I 
realize that there are budgetary limita
tions. We all face that, but I think that 
the architecture the way we have 
today is a good one, and I think in the 
long term it is going to give us tremen
dous new capabilities that we can use 
more rapidly and will provide us with 
that same kind of high quality infor
mation that helped us get through the 
cold war era, and I think it will help us 
in the future as we deal with the var
ious crises that we face. 

But I want to commend the gen
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE], 
former Governor, a person who brings a 
lot of talent to this committee, as 
someone who I respect and who is up 
here every day doing his part on the 
committee for his attention to what 
the committee has been involved in. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] for his support of what I have 
spoken to and also his kind statements 
about me. I concur with the gentleman. 
The costs; I think satellites have a tre
mendous place in intelligence and secu
rity for this country. On the other 
hand we all know that the cost of sat
ellites and the whole space costs are 
tremendous, and I think we have to 
work diligently and constantly to 
make sure that the reward that we get 
from this is worth the costs that we are 
putting into it, and never can we really 
let up on that. My view, after seeing 
this up close, is that this is a particu
larly difficult, but important, area, one 
that should take a substantial percent
age of our time, and I agree. 

Mr. DICKS. I think the gentleman is 
right. We are not going to have any 
choice but to be very, very certain that 
we do not have unnecessary 
redundancies and that we look at each 
of these architectures and try to take 
advantage. There are things that can 
be done with some of these satellites 
that will help other parts of the con
stellation, and that is one thing we 
need to continue to work on. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF 

MASSACHUSETl'S 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK of Mas

sachusetts: 
Page 5, after line 22, insert the following: 

SEC. 105. REDUCTION IN AlITHORIZATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subsection (b), the aggregate amount author
ized to be appropriated by this Act, including 
the amounts specified in the classified 
Schedule of Authorizations referred to in 
section 102, is reduced by three percent. 

(b) EXCEPTION.-Subsection (a) does not 
apply to amounts authorized to be appro
priated by section 201 for the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability 
Fund. 

(C) TRANSFER AND REPROGRAMMING AU
THORITY.-(!) The President, in consultation 
with the Director of Central Intelligence and 
the Secretary of Defense, may apply the re
duction required by subsection (a) by trans
ferring amounts among the accounts or re
programming amounts within an account, as 
specified in the classified Schedule of Au
thorizations referred to in section 102, so 
long as the aggregate reduction in the 
amount authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act equals three percent. 

(2) Before carrying out paragraph (1), the 
President shall submit a notification to the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the House of Representatives and the Se
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen
ate, which notification shall include the rea
sons for each proposed transfer or re
programming. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, we have just heard the 
ranking minority member tell us that, 
if we spend a Ii ttle more money now on 
these satellites, it will allow us to re
duce later on. I think this is now the 
fifth year in a row that I have heard 
that, and have yet to see the result of 
it. My amendment would reduce the 
authorization, which is already a sig
nificant amount over the appropria
tion, and again I apologize for the stu
pid way in which we will have to carry 
out this debate because we are not al
lowed to mention the gross numbers. 
The American public is not to be al
lowed to know what the total of bil
lions of dollars is that we are spending, 
and we can talk about percentage in
creases, but we cannot talk about how 
much. 

This is an effort to reduce from last 
year's budget rather than increase. The 
committee's proposal would increase 
by about 1.7 percent. Now the President 
asked for 5.5-percent increase. I think 
both are in error. This would be a 3-
percent decrease. It would be about, oh, 
a little less than ll/2 percent less than 
last year. 

The point is, Mr. Chairman, that 
there has been a diminution in the task 
of intelligence greater than the dimi
nution in any other government's job. 
At the maximum we were spending 
about 10 percent more than this bill 
calls for because we were confronting 
the Soviet Union, the nuclear-armed 
Soviet Union. What we are being told is 
that we can afford a really slight, a 10-
percent, reduction in intelligence be
cause of the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, and that does not mean we can 
go to Russia today, but Russia today is 
a pale shadow in terms of threat that 
the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact 
was. We have made significant progress 
with Ukraine and Kazakhstan. There 
are fewer nuclear weapons; there are 
certainly fewer weapons of a conven
tional sort, and again I want to deal 
with the silly argument that, well, it is 
true there is no more Soviet Union, but 
there is Iraq, there is Libya, there is 
Iran. Yes, and there were in 1985 and 
1990. The argument is that the world is 
today somehow no safer for us than it 
was when we had the Soviet Union. It 
is one of the grossest examples of dis
torting logic to be in the service of 
spending that I have ever heard. 

There is not now the military threat 
to our very survival that we faced. 
There are other threats, but there are 
no qualitative new threats. Chemical 
and biological weapons, nuclear pro
liferation, terrorism; these are not 
things we just invented a year or two 
ago. We have had them all along. We 
were 10 years dealing with the Soviet 
Union and with these other threats. 
Today the Soviet threat has been very 
substantially diminished, and the 
American people are not to be given 
the benefit. 

Mr. Chairman, we will be telling stu
dents that their student aid will be 
less. It will cost one more, if they are 
a middle-income student, to go to col
lege. The Republicans plan to raise pre
miums on the average Medicare recipi
ent. We are not sure how much, wheth
er they will be going up by $120 a year 
or $250 a year. I do not know. They are 
planning their budget to reduce the 
cost-of-living Social Security, but at 
the same time we increase intelligence 
from this year over last year. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to talk par
ticularly about the CIA, which gets a 5-
percent increase, and I am glad we 
have a new head of the CIA. I hope he 
does much better, but if any other Gov
ernment agency had been found to have 
made the errors and had the inefficien
cies that the CIA had, it would be pe
nalized. 

Again I want to stress that the jus
tification that we g'ot from the chair
man of the Committee on Appropria
tions' Subcommittee on Labor-HHS is 
for cutting Head Start. We are giving 
less money to Head Start. Why are we 
giving less money to Head Start? Be
cause he said they are not spending it 

as efficiently as they could, but we are 
going to give a 5-percent increase to 
the CIA. The CIA is apparently per
fectly efficient. 

Now obviously, if we were in a dif
ferent budgetary time, we would like 
to spend more money on a lot of 
things, but we are in a crisis. We are 
making painful cuts everywhere except 
in the CIA, except in these areas where 
the threat has diminished. If we had 
had an increase in child health equiva
lent to the decrease in the threat in 
the Soviet Union, we would have cut a 
lot more at HHS. 

0 1200 
This budget erroneously says that at 

a time when we are cutting very impor
tant services to middle-income and 
lower-income Americans, when we are 
reducing money elsewhere, we are 
going to spend more here. · There are 
threats to the safety of the average 
American. Tragically, they occur with
in the United States. I believe the aver
age American today feels a lot more 
threatened by the violence that sadly 
engulfs many of our cities. 

However, we cut back on money that 
a public housing authority could use 
for drug elimination. This House wiped 
out money for drug elimination grants 
in public housing, because we want to 
raise the money for the CIA. Ask the 
average American: Are you feeling 
more threatened by what the CIA deals 
with or by the drug people in your 
neighborhood, by that crime and vio
lence? However, this House, if we pass 
this authorization, says no, we are 
going to cut out money that is used to 
fight drugs in America's streets, be
cause we are going to increase it else
where. 

Indeed, even terrorism has become 
tragically a domestic problem. That is 
the FBI, that is the DEA, that is the 
BATF. 

If we want to fight crime, we have a 
counterterrorism bill reported out by 
the Committee on the Judiciary, but in 
part because there is some right-wing 
unhappiness about it, that is being held 
up. So please do not tell me that you 
are going to fight terrorism by giving 
more money to the CIA and hold up the 
counterterrorism bill, and cut drug 
elimination grants and cut other kinds 
of programs that would help local law 
enforcement. I hope this amendment is 
agreed to. 

Let me just make the last point, that 
this amendment says that the 3-per
cent cut is across the board unless the 
President, in consultation with intel
ligence officials, decides to reallocate 
it, and tells us about it. So it is not 
going to require 3 percent for every
thing. It sets a target of 3 percent and 
gives the President, with the Director 
of Central Intelligence or the Sec
retary of Defense, the flexibility to 
apply it as they think best. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, it comers as no sur

prise to the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. FRANK], I am sure, that I am 
opposed to the amendment. I would say 
to the gentleman that he has been very 
tenacious in his efforts. I know that 
the gentleman comes at this purely 
from a belief that he is doing the right 
thing. I have always respected that, 
among all Members. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make cer
tain that there is not a misunderstand
ing. This is no intent to indicate that 
the gentleman intentionally misspoke. 
First, we will probably have a strong 
disagreement on the fact that there 
has been actually a diminishing of the 
need for intelligence. That is an argu
able point, of which probably neither of 
us would be swayed. I do not see that 
threat diminishing. 

Second, as he had made reference to 
an earlier comment by the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. DICKS], that expenditures now 
would give us an opportunity to reduce 
in the future and that he has not seen 
any of that reduction, I wanted to just 
share with the Members the chart that 
we had. This is the actual expenditure 
line, and it is somewhat difficult to 
read. On the far left is 1989, and it runs 
through the 1996 mark, or the direction 
the intelligence budget has been going. 
So there has been a decrease on overall 
expenditures of intelligence through 
1995 fiscal year, and it is difficult to see 
on this chart, because it is a slight in
crease, as mentioned, 1.3. The gen
tleman is totally correct, I mentioned 
in my opening comments the amount 
of percentage, but there has been a de
crease. 

Candidate Clinton proposed a de
crease over a period of 7 years, which 
actually, in reality, was reached last 
year. It is an argument and a discus
sion that I presume quite seriously will 
go on for some time. The cut would 
take us below the levels of last year, if, 
in fact, it were implemented. Again, I 
am sure it comes as no surprise, but I 
would rise in strong opposition to the 
amendment. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Frank amendment. Frankly, this 
morning, I still had not made up my 
mind about the amendment, because I 
have not been supportive of across-the
board cuts in a budget where people 
cannot really see what the expendi
tures are. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has clearly 
put forth to this body his view of the 
diminution of the threat as well as the 
values priorities debate, the context 
within which this debate on this au
thorization bill takes place today: our 
spending on intelligence. 

Certainly we can all stipulate in this 
body that we want our President, who
ever the President is, to have the best 

possible intelligence in dealing with 
the international situation, in dealing 
with the increased threat of terrorism, 
and the list goes on. 

I associate myself with the remarks 
of our colleague, the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS], in support of 
the environmental task force and its 
important work. I have certain con
cerns about justifying the intelligence 
budget on the basis for economic rea
sons, because I do not believe that is 
what should justify our spending in the 
intelligence arena. 

I, too, associate myself with the re
marks of our colleagues in support of 
the new Director of Central Intel
ligence, Mr. Deutch. I am pleased with 
the comments he has made about con
sidering protecting human rights is de
termining our sources and methods as 
he takes over the leadership of the in
telligence community. He is a very 
welcome new DC!. He has outstanding 
credentials. He has access to the Presi
dent, and he the respect of many Mem
bers of Congress. We all wish him well. 
His success is important to us. 

I do have some concerns about his 
statement of yesterday on expanding 
covert operations, and look forward to 
hearing more about that. 

Having said all of that about the 
need for our President to have the vest 
possible intelligence, and also stating 
that I voted against the 10-percent 
across-the-board cut that was proposed 
in the appropriations bill the other 
day, because of the nature of the cut, I 
want to commend the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] for his 
amendment today. I think the 3-per
cent cut is prudent and reasonable. 

As I said at the beginning of my re
marks when I came into the room, I 
still had concerns about what I 
thought was an across-the-board cut, 
which did not take into consideration 
what our ranking member referred to 
and our chairman referred to as invest
ments that will produce savings down 
the road, et cetera. I do not consider 
every proposal or element of this budg
et, of this authorization bill and the 
budget it contains, to be of the same 
priority. 

I was pleased to see, therefore, and I 
hope our colleagues will read the 
Frank amendment because, as the gen
tleman said at the close of his remarks, 
the amendment is very smart. It is a 
targeted smart amendment. It is a 3-
percent cut. It makes an exception in 
that it does not apply to amounts au
thorized to be appropriated for the 
Central Intelligence Agency's retire
ment and disability fund, so that our 
obligations to our retirees will be met 
to them. 

It also gives transfer and program
ming authority, unlike most across
the-board cuts. It says, "The President, 
in consultation with the Director of 
Central Intelligence and the Secretary 
of Defense, may apply the reductions 

required by subsection A by transfer
ring amounts among the accounts or 
reprogramming amounts within an ac
count as specified in section 102, so 
long as the aggregate reduction in the 
amount authorized be appropriated in 
this act equals 3 percent." So I support 
this amendment because it gives dis
cretion to the President and the Sec
retary of DOD and the Director of 
Central Intelligence. It is very appro
priate and appealing in terms of at
tracting the votes of our colleagues. 

I also think our colleagues should be 
aware of the fact that some of the 
money that the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK] would cut with 
this amendment has already been ac
commodated by the Committee on Ap
propriations. So I thank him for giving 
this body an opportunity to say to the 
intelligence community, "We support 
you very strongly." Certainly, even 
though we cannot talk about amounts, 
this budget, even with the proposed cut 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
will still be very, very substantial. 

We support and encourage and con
gratulate and commend the new DC!, 
Mr. Deutch, and hope that we can work 
together with him so he can be success
ful. If we are asking all Americans to 
tighten their belts, if we are asking all 
agencies of government to tighten 
their belts except the DOD, and the 
DOD appropriations bill has already ac
commodated some of this change, the 
DOD authorization being less than this 
authorization, then I think our col
leagues in this body should say to the 
intelligence community, "Join with us 
in being much more fiscally respon
sible in terms of dollars spent for the 
results that we must have to be a 
strong country based on the intel
ligence that we need for our President 
to lead us. 

Therefore, it is in that spirit I urge 
our colleagues to support this smart 
amendment, the Frank amendment. It 
is selective, it gives discretion to the 
President, it is an appropriate amount, 
it has already been accommodated by 
the Committee on Appropriations, and 
it is fair. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the Frank amendment to the 
1996 Intelligence authorization bill. 

My friends, once again I am here to 
remind you, the cold war is over. We 
won! It is time for the Defense and In
telligence budgets to reflect this re
ality. 

The Frank amendment is a reason
able amendment to the Intelligence 
budget. The CIA and other parts of the 
intelligence apparatus can certainly 
stand a 3-percent cut. This is a modest 
cut, a fair cut. 

Do not forget, this week the Repub
lican majority is going to ask our sen
iors to take a bigger cut in their Medi
care coverage. Don't forget that we are 
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asking our school children to take a 
bigger cut in education funding. We're 
asking college students; working fami
lies; and the elderly to cope with all 
kinds of cuts, in lots of important pro
grams. 

Three percent? That's not much. 
That's reasonable. Let's cut the bloat
ed intelligence budget. Let's ask the 
CIA to sacrifice for a change. 

Pass the Frank amendment. 
Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the full 
5 minutes, but an important fact Mem
bers need to keep in mind in judging 
this proposal has to do with the action 
taken just last week on the defense ap
propriations bill. Inherent in our deci
sions on the appropriations, which in
clude appropriations for intelligence 
activities, was essentially a 2-percent 
reduction under the level authorized in 
the bill now before us. So the practical 
effect of the gentleman's amendment 
would be another !-percent reduction 
below the 2 percent that has effectively 
already been approved by this body 
during the appropriations process. 

Should we do that? This is certainly 
a question about which reasonable peo
ple, all dedicated to the proposition 
that we need a strong defense and an 
effective intelligence operation in sup
port of national security, can disagree. 
I come down without great pleasure in 
support of the gentleman's amend
ment, without pleasure because I rec
ognize, as our chairman has pointed 
out, that these are essential, important 
functions for our overall national secu
rity. 

However, the question is, are they 
sacrosanct? Is there no room for some 
further efficiencies and some further 
tightening and setting of priorities to 
occur within the intelligence commu
nity, beyond what we have already 
forced on them, because in real dollar 
terms there have been constraints im
posed over the last couple of years. I 
believe that they can endure that, and 
that they need to be asked to, out of 
fundamental equity. 

Our national defense and the intel
ligence operations in support of it are 
our shield. But if that shield is sur
rounding a society and a culture and a 
nation that has been, to some degree, 
eaten out from inside, where our real 
strength depends on the education of 
our kids and the kind of investments 
we are making in technology and 
health care and all the rest, there is a 
disconnect there. I think the gentle
man's amendment establishes an eq
uity and a connection that is very im
portant, as we are asking most Ameri
cans to do with less, and the rest of 
Government to shrink. 

This is a very modest proposal. It 
will not go without imposing some pain 
on important functions within the in
telligence community, but compara-

tively speaking, the kind of pain that 
we are asking others in this country to 
sustain as we shrink Government and 
cut the budget and get things into bal
ance, this is disproportionately small, 
and I think, therefore, is something we 
can do in good conscience with respect 
to both to national security and a 
sense of national equities. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 
wanted to clarify for certain that I had 
understood the gentleman earlier. He 
did rise earlier in support of increasing 
the amount relative to the environ
mental intelligence program and in
creasing the amount available for the 
declassification of documents? 

Mr. SKAGGS. The gentleman is cor
rect, in support of removing the cap 
that is now in the bill on the declas
sification operations of individual 
agencies, and as the gentleman knows, 
the amounts that might be involved in 
the environmental task force, com
pared to the overall size of what we are 
talking about in the budget, is frac
tions of hundredths of percents. 
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If the gentleman is intent on point

ing out an inconsistency in my posi
tion on this in· the technical sense, he 
is probably correct. In a practical 
sense, I really do not think so. 

Mr. COMBEST. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, it is not an incon
sistency, it is just the fact that in the 
budget obviously the programs we are 
looking at, we looked at in terms of 
priority. It has been estimated that the 
declassification would require $70 mil
lion. That is a substantial amount of 
money for declassification. That is why 
we limited. It is not the objection that 
the chairman had to the declassifica
tion idea. It was the fact that there are 
many, many programs that would be 
detrimentally affected. I just wanted to 
make for certain that the gentleman, 
while he was supporting a further re
duction, was asking for an increase in 
some other areas that could amount to 
several tens of millions of dollars. 

Mr. SKAGGS. If I can reclaim my 
time, I am certainly happy to discuss 
with the chairman what a reasonable 
level would be to deal with, for in
stance, the declassification issue. Hav
ing it open-ended probably is not area
sonable approach. I think the caps that 
are suggested in the bill now may be 
set too low and I think our colleagues 
in the other body have come to that 
conclusion as well. 

The main question here is one of set
ting priorities. I think reasonable peo
ple can come to different conclusions 
while still having a profound commit
ment to a robust and effective intel
ligence operation for the country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. FRANK of Massa
chusetts, and by unanimous consent, 
Mr. SKAGGS was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

While we are talking about the whole 
consistency issue-at least I am-I did 
want to note, I was in agreement with 
the chairman when he got up and 
talked about the reductions, because I 
acknowledge there has been some re
duction. But the chairman, when he 
talked about reductions, talked about 
1989 dollars, in other words, a failure to 
keep up with inflation is considered a 
cut, and I think that is an appropriate 
accounting measure. But I do think 
that when we do that kind of account
ing, when we say that a failure to keep 
up with inflation is a cut, it should not 
just be to the benefit of the intel
ligence community, it ought to be rel
evant to Medicare and everything else. 

I think talking about it in constant 
1989 dollars, that is, saying that a fail
ure to keep up with inflation is a cut, 
that is a good way to do accounting but 
it ought to be for the rest of the budget 
as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. · 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 162, noes 262, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 654] 
AYES-162 

Allard Danner Jacobs 
Baldacci DeFazio Johnson (SD) 
Barcia DeLauro Kanjorski 
Barrett (WI) Dellums Kaptur 
Becerra Doggett Kennedy (MA) 
Beilenson Duncan Kennelly 
Bentsen Durbin Kleczka 
Berman Ehlers Klug 
Blute Ensign LaFalce 
Boni or Eshoo Lantos 
Borski Evans Levin 
Boucher Farr Lewis (GA) 
Brewster Fattah Lincoln 
Brown (CA) Fields (LA) Lipinski 
Brown (FL) Filner LoBiondo 
Brown (OH) Flake Lofgren 
Brown back Flanagan Lowey 
Bryant (TX) Foglietta Luther 
Bunn Ford Maloney 
Camp Frank (MA) Manton 
Clay Furse Manzullo 
Clayton Gephardt Markey 
Clement Goodlatte Martinez 
Clyburn Gordon Martini 
Coble Green McCarthy 
Coburn Gutierrez McDermott 
Collins (IL) Gutknecht McKinney 
Collins (Ml) Hefner McNulty 
Condit Hilliard Meehan 
Conyers Hinchey Menendez 
Costello Hoekstra Metcalf 
Coyne Jackson-Lee Mfume 
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Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Porter 
Poshard 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Rivers 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Browder 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 

Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shays 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 

NOES-262 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 

Stark 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stupak 
Thompson 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weller 
Williams 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Longley 
Lucas 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Meek 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Salmon 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
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Schiff 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Stump 

Ballenger 
Cardin 
Frost 
Johnston 

Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walker 

Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-10 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Reynolds 
Sisisky 
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Tucker 
Waldholtz 

Messrs. FAWELL, PALLONE, 
BAESLER, and DEUTSCH changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. EHLERS, 
and Mrs. SMITH of Washington 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BURTON). Are 

there further amendments? 
· AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. FRANK of 

Massachusetts: Page 10, after line 17, inset 
the following: 
SEC. 308. DISCLOSURE OF ANNUAL INTEL

LIGENCE BUDGET. 
As of October 1, 1995, and for fiscal year 

1996, and in each year thereafter, the aggre
gate amounts requested and authorized for , 
and spent on, intelligence and intelligence
related activities shall be disclosed to the 
public in an appropriate manner. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank the Chair 
personally for the consideration shown 
me during this debate, and I apologize 
for being held up a little bit. 

This amendment would have made 
the last debate intelligible. I under
stand that "intelligible" and "intel
ligence" are not identical words, but 
they ought to have a closer correlation 
than they have today. 

Mr. Chairman, we have in the law a 
restriction on the American people 
knowing the gross number of the intel
ligence authorization and appropria
tion. All this amendment would do, and 
that is why I did not ask that it be con
sidered as read and that the reading be 
dispensed with. I wanted it read in its 
entirety, because this does not say that 
categories or line items or even depart
mental breakdowns would be legal. It 
says the overall gross amount. 

Mr. Chairman, we just had a debate 
in which we were talking about per
centage reductions and I was asked, as 
I am sure my colleagues on the Perma
nent Select Committee on Intelligence 
were asked by a number of Members, 
"Well, how much is this?" 

We were able to tell each other, be
cause as Members, we are automati
cally trustworthy and, therefore, we 
can know about all these secrets. We 
can tell each other the number. Others 
trying to evaluate this debate, Amer
ican citizens, journalists and others, 
theoretically, are not to know what we 
were talking about in the previous 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, when I moved to cut 3 
percent, 3 percent of what? Was that 
$100 million; a billion dollars; $10 bil
lion? People have an order of mag
nitude idea, but especially as we were 
talking, as we were, about 3 percent 
versus 1.7 versus 0.5 percent, and the 
gentleman from Colorado and the 
chairman of the committee were talk
ing about tens of millions of dollars, 
not having any idea, it seems to me, a 
mistake. 

Obviously, the extent that foreign 
spies, foreign governments, could bene
fit from knowing, this, and the argu
ment was, let us not make this total 
available, because other people could 
know something based on the total. 

Mr. Chairman, they know it. No one 
believes that people who have an inter
est to malign us in knowing the total, 
fail to know it. All we accomplish by 
this foolish restriction of publishing 
the gross number is to make it harder 
for the American people to follow what 
we are doing; to make it harder for 
Members to vote. 

I must tell my colleagues that I my
self had some difficulty, because in pre
paring this amendment I had to wait 
until I could find the time to go to the 
intelligence room, as I always do once 
a year to review these things, and I had 
to read this and make my calculations. 

Mr. Chairman, I read some calcula
tions in the paper and people say well, 
everybody knows it. There were some 
calculations about this budget, in one 
of the most respected information 
sources that the House uses, that were 
wrong. There was a report of a 6-per
cent increase. Well, that's about a por
tion of it. I had difficulty in preparing 
this amendment in final form because 
of that. 

There is no justification, whatsoever, 
for this fundamental deviation from 
basic democratic principles. Namely, 
that the American people ought to 
know the overall total that is being 
spent. 

No one can argue, and no one has ar
gued, that knowing the overall total 
will somehow hurt the national secu
rity. So the augment is, Well, if we tell 
them the overall total, the next thing 
we know they will be getting the hat 
size of the chief of intelligence in coun
try X. The answer is no. That simply is 
not true. 

We are changing the law. It is a stat
utory requirement that says we can't 
give the overall total. We will amend 
that statutory requirement that says 
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you can give the overall total. Every
thing else that is now illegal will be il
legal. Everything else that is secret by 
law will be secret and it will take a fur
ther statute to change it. 

And the notion somehow that stat
utes are like dominos and if you 
change one, it automatically hits and 
knocks over the next is out of touch 
with reality. The American people, at a 
time of budgetary stress, have a right 
to know what the total is, instead of 
trying to guess or looking at news
papers and winking and saying it is il
legal, but we do not pay any attention 
to it. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
tell the gentleman I have supported 
this amendment before. I intend to sup
port it again, but I want to ask the 
gentleman: Does the gentleman believe 
that we should not go further than just 
disclosing the top line number? Is that 
adequate from the gentleman's point of 
view? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, yes, 
that is perfectly adequate. I think if we 
have the top line number and people 
can calculate the percentages, that is 
fine. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say, as I recall 
these debates, and the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS] has been in 
them as well, we never debate more 
than the top line number, because none 
of us really think that we ought to be 
getting into the line items. 

This is one authorization where I do 
not remember any line item amend
ments. The amendments have gen
erally been the overall ones. I think 
that reinforces the view that is what is 
appropriate for the House overall is the 
overall number. In my amendment, I 
gave flexibility below that. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman would continue to yield, one 
thing I want to make sure that the 
Members of the House understand, be
cause we have a lot of new Members, 
and that is that the intelligence budget 
is part of the defense budget. These are 
not two separate budgets. 

Sometimes I have people say, "I did 
not realize that the intelligence budget 
is a piece of the defense budget.'' 
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It is one big budget. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. That 

is right. In fairness to the Defense De
partment, the people in uniform, there 
ought to be some knowledge. Nobody 
knows exactly what piece of the de
fense budget it is. It makes it harder 
even when people are talking about 
that. You might have a decrease in one 
part and an increase in another. 

By the way, that is one point, we let 
the gross number of the defense budget 

be known. Presumably, if there were 
some terrible problem or even minor 
problem that would come from the 
gross number being known, you would 
know that from the defense budget. 

I want to reinforce what I said, I do 
not plan to go any further and would 
not support going further than the ag
gregate number. Again, I think the de
bate we have had in both the author
ization and appropriating process in in
telligence bear that out. There has 
been no effort, as I recall, to do amend
ments that went below the gross num
ber. 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman would 
yield further, I say to the gentleman, I, 
too, would support that position. I do 
not have a problem with disclosing the 
overall number, but I would definitely 
oppose going any further in disclosing 
the components of that number. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
think the gentleman. I know he could 
not go any further. I would not ask him 
to. I appreciate his support on this ef
fort. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment and, 
again, I respect the persistence of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts in this 
effort. 

I appreciate the fact that the gen
tleman from Massachusetts does make 
himself available, goes to the commit
tee and takes the time to look through 
the classified annex to look at the ex
penditure levels that we do make avail
able to Members of Congress in H-405. I 
think that shows a seriousness and the 
fact that he is a very responsible Mem
ber in this effort. I cannot argue with a 
number of the things the gentleman 
has said and the fact that there have 
been a lot of reports done publicly by 
media and by others approximating or 
at least in their wording assuming 
that, or it is stated that the intel
ligence budget is "X." That is always a 
second line of the story. 

If there is, in fact, a specific release 
of the amount of moneys expended on 
intelligence, that will become the 
story, and then the next obvious step is 
to begin to look at, well, how does that 
break down in expense. I think the 
American people understand and recog
nize the fact that there are secrets. 
Whether or not every one of them are 
going to agree with what those classi
fied secrets should be, of course, is 
going to be variable depending upon 
the outlook the individual may have. 

I do not hear a clamor or cry to di
vulge the budget. I think it is the be
ginning of a movement down a road 
that, in fact, would prove to be burden
some later at some point. 

I would, as I have indicated, rise in 
opposition to the amendment and urge 
my colleagues to defeat the amend
ment. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

With the chairman's indulgence, I 
will be very brief. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. As 
you know, we have been through this 
debate before. When Mr. Glickman was 
Chair of the committee, he held hear
ings on this subject. 

I think that the testimony was very 
compelling in support of releasing the 
aggregate sum. I think it is important 
for the intelligence community, for our 
committee to be able to defend that 
figure in perspective and on balance as 
far as other Federal spending is con
cerned. While I am on the subject of 
openness, I also want to associate my
self with the remarks of the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] earlier 
about the declassification of more in
formation where it is appropriate. I 
think that would be a good investment 
of our dollars. 

With regard to this amendment, I 
thank the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. FRANK] for his leadership on 
it and urge my colleagues to vote 
"aye" on the Frank amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 154, noes 271, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 655] 
AYES-154 

Ackerman Filner Lowey 
Bachus Flake Luther 
Baldacci Foglietta Maloney 
Barcia Ford Manton 
Barrett (WI) Frank (MA) Markey 
Becerra Frost Martinez 
Beilenson Furse Matsui 
Berman Gejdenson McCarthy 
Boni or Gephardt McDermott 
Borski Gibbons McKinney 
Browder Gonzalez McNulty 
Brown (CA) Goodlatte Meehan 
Brown (FL) Gordon Menendez 
Brown (OH) Green Metcalf 
Bunn Gutierrez Mfume 
Clay Hamilton Miller (CA) 
Clayton Harman Mineta 
Clement Hastings (FL) Minge 
Clyburn Hefner Mink 
Collins (IL) Hilliard Moran 
Collins (MI) Hinchey Morella 
Condit Horn Nadler 
Conyers Istook Neal 
Costello Jackson-Lee Oberstar 
Coyne Jacobs Obey 
Danner Johnson (SD) Olver 
DeFazio Johnson, E. B. Owens 
DeLauro Johnston Pallone 
Dell urns Kanjorski Pastor 
Dicks Kennedy (MA) Payne (NJ) 
Doggett Kennedy (RI) Payne (VA) 
Duncan Kil dee Pelosi 
Durbin Kleczka Peterson (MN) 
Engel Lantos Pomeroy 
Eshoo Levin Po shard 
Evans Lewis (GA) Rangel 
Farr Lincoln Reed 
Fazio Lipinski Riggs 
Fields (LA) Lofgren Roemer 
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Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Skaggs 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 

Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 

NOES-271 

Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 

Velazquez 
Vento 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Williams 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zimmer 

LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
Mascara 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Meek 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tanner 
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Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 

Cardin 
Coburn 
Moakley 

Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 

NOT VOTING-9 
Mollohan 
Reynolds 
Schiff 
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Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Sisisky 
Tucker 
White 

Mr. SCOTT and Mr. STOKES changed 
their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAffiMAN. Are there further 

amendments? 
If not, the question is on the commit

tee amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as modified, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as modified, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
GOODLATTE) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con
sideration the bill (H.R. 1655) to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1996 for intelligence and intelligence
related activities of the United States 
Government, the Community Manage
ment Account, and the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability System, and for other purposes, 
pursuant to House Resolution 216, he 
reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1655, INTEL
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 

Mr. CO~EST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross
ment of the bill H.R. 1655 the Clerk be 
authorized to make such technical and 
conforming changes that will be nee-

essary to correct such things as spell
ing, punctuation, cross-referencing, 
and section numbering. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on H.R. 1655, the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

DEFICIT REDUCTION LOCKBOX ACT 
OF 1995 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 218 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 218 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1162) to estab
lish a Deficit Reduction Trust Fund and pro
vide for the downward adjustment of discre
tionary spending limits in appropriation 
bills. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. General debate shall be con
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Rules. After general de
bate the bill shall be considered for amend
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be 
in order to consider as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the five-minute 
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute recommended by the Committee on 
Rules. The committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute shall be considered as 
read. Points of order against the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute for 
failure to comply with clause 7 of rule XVI 
are waived. During consideration of the bill 
for amendment, the Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole may accord priority in 
recognition on the basis of whether the 
Member offering an amendment has caused 
it to be printed in the portion of the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD designated for that pur
pose in clause 6 of rule XXIII. Amendments 
so printed shall be considered as read. At the 
conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re
port the bill to the House with such amend
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit. with or without instructions. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec
ognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur
pose of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. FROST] pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. During consideration of this 
resolution, all time yielded is for the 
purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule, 
providing for the consideration of H.R. 
1162, the Deficit Reduction Lockbox 
Act of 1995, an important budget tool 
to hold us accountable for making sure 
that spending cuts translate into sav
ings for the American people. I am de
lighted that we are following through 
on the promise of considering the 
lockbox as a freestanding bill. As Mem
bers know, this House approved the 
lockbox as an amendment to the 
Labor-HHS spending bill in early Au
gust. If it were up to the clear majority 
of this House, lockbox would be the law 
of the land. But of course we know that 
ours is a bicameral legislature, and we 
must secure enactment of our good 
ideas by convincing our friends in the 
other body to concur. In sending them 
lockbox legislation as part of a spend-

ing bill and a freestanding bill, we are 
sending a clear signal that we are com
mitted to lockbox and we want them to 
act. 

Although there was much agreement 
on the Rules Committee proposal, we 
do expect several issues to be raised 
during the debate. The open amend
ment process will provide Members the 
chance to air any remaining concerns 
they have in a full and fair way. Once 
again the rule provides the option for 
priority recognition to those Members 
who have had their amendments print
ed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides an 
hour of general debate and makes in 
order as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute recommended by 
the Committee on Rules. The rule also 
provides that the amendment consid
ered as read and open to amendment at 
any point. 

On the advice of the Parliamentar
ian, this rule waives clause 7 of rule 
XVI against consideration of the com
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The reason for this ger
maneness waiver is somewhat tech
nical. The original bill as introduced 
by Mr. CRAPO in March proposed a 
lockbox mechanism called a trust fund 
to be maintained in the Treasury, 

while the Rules Committee has rec
ommended a lockbox mechanism called 
an account to be maintained by the 
Congressional Budget Office. 

The end result of this is the same: we 
want to ensure that a cut is really a 
cut; that when we say we are saving 
money by spending less in appropria
tions bills we follow through on that 
commitment. The change in terminol
ogy apparently raises some germane
ness questions but the outcome is the 
same. Finally, Mr. Speaker, this rule 
provides one motion to recommit, with 
or without instructions. 

I would like to commend Mr. CRAPO, 
the entire bipartisan lockbox team, our 
Rules Committee Chairman, the Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight Com
mittee, the Budget Committee, and the 
Appropriations Committee for the 
enormous cooperative effort that went 
into the lockbox. 

The lock box team spirit could be a 
model for how this place can and 
should operate to do the Nation's busi
ness. This is a good rule, a good bill, 
and I'm proud to have played a part in 
getting us to this point. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD material from the Committee 
on Rules: 

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of September 12, 1995) 

103d Congress 104th Congress 
Rule type 

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of tot a I 

46 44 45 74 
49 47 14 23 

Open/Modified-open 2 ............ .. ...... ............................ .... ........................ ....... ......... . ... ..... .. ........................................................ ... ................... ........ .. . 
Modified Closed 3 ......... ... ....................... ....................... ................................. .. ........... ... .. .... ..... ... ...................................... ....... .......... ... .. ..................................... . 
Closed 4 •• ••.. ............ ......... .... . .............................. ... ...................................... .... ... .... • ........................ .. . . .. ....................... ........ ....... ..................................... . 9 9 2 3 

Totals: ... .. ......................................................................... .. 104 100 61 100 

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of 
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules. 

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only 
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record. 

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude 
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment. 

c A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill). 

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITIEE, 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of September 12, 1995) 

H. Res. No. (Date rep!.) Rule type Bill No. Subject 

H. Res. 38 (!/18/95) ........................ .............. O ................ .. .. . H.R. 5 ..... .. ....... . Unfunded Mandate Reform ....................... ................... . 
H. Res. 44 (!/24/95) ................................ ...... MC H. Con. Res. 17 . Social Security ................................................................ . ...................... ............ . 

H.J. Res. 1 ....... . Balanced Budget Arndt ............................... ... .. ............... .. 
H. Res. 51 (!/31195) .... .. .............. . 0 ..... ............... . H.R. 101 .......... .. Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians .................................... . 
H. Res. 52 (!/31/95) .... .. .............. . 0 .................................... .. H.R. 400 ......................... . Land Exchange, Arctic Nal'I. Park and Preserve ........... ....... . 
H. Res. 53 (!/31/95) ...................... . 0 .................................... .. H.R. 440 ......................... . Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ............................... . 
H. Res. 55 (211/95) ..... . 0 ..................... .. ............. .. H.R. 2 ............................. . Line Item Veto ............................ . ............................... ...... .. 
H. Res. 60 (216/95) ....................... . 0 ......................... ........... .. H.R. 665 ......................... . Victim Restitution .......................... ............. .............. .................................................... . 
H. Res. 61 (216/95) ....................................... . 0 ..................................... . H.R. 666 ......................... . Exclusionary Rule Reform ............................. .. ............................................................... . 
H. Res. 63 (218/95) ....................................... . MO .................................. . H.R. 667 ......................... . Violent Criminal Incarceration ...................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 69 (219/95) ....................................... . 0 ..................................... . H.R. 668 ........................ .. Criminal Alien Deportation .................. .. ................... ................................................ .. 
H. Res. 79 (2110/95) ............... . MO .. .. ............................. .. H.R. 728 ....... ................. . Law Enforcement Block Grants ....... ......................................... .. 
H. Res. 83 (2113/95) ..................................... . MO ................................. .. H.R. 7 ........... ................. . National Security Revitalization .. . ............................................... .............................. .. 
H. Res. 88 (2116/95) .................................... .. MC ................................. .. H.R. 831 ......................... . Health Insurance Deductibility .. ............... .... ... ........ .... ... .................................................. . 
H. Res. 91 (2121/95) ................................... . 0 ..... ............................... .. H.R. 830 ................... .. .. . .. Paperwork Reduction Act .... .. ... ........ .......... .. ......... ......................................... . 
H. Res. 92 (2121195) ................................... . MC ... ....... .. ...................... . H.R. 889 .. Defense Supplemental .................... .. ......................... ....................................... . 
H. Res. 93 (2122195) ................................... . MO .................................. . H.R. 450 ........................ .. Regulatory Transition Act ................................................................... . 
H. Res. 96 (2124/95) .................................. .. MO ................. ................ .. H.R. 1022 ....... .. ....... .. .... .. Risk Assessment ................. .... ...... ................................................................... . 
H. Res. 100 (2127 /95) .. . 0 ..................... ............... .. H.R. 926 .................. .. ... .. Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ..................... ........ .. .................................... . 
H. Res. 101 (2128/95) MO .............. ................. . H.R. 925 ..... .. .... . . Private Property Protection Act .. ................ .. ...................... ............................. . 
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ........ . MO ................................. .. H.R. 1058 Securities Litigatio.n Reform ......................................................... ................... . 
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) MO .. ...... .. ....................... .. H.R. 988 Attorney Accountability Act ....... .. .................................................................. . 
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ................... .. 
H. Res. 108 (317195) ..................................... . 

MO ................................. .. 
Debate ........................... .. p;()(i'U'C"t"Li3biiify'R·e1·oim· ............ ............. ~:::::::::::: :: ::::::::::::: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ..... ............. . H.R. 956 ....................... .. 

H. Res. 109 (3/8195) ..................................... . MC .................................. . 
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) ................................... . MO .................. ............... .. H.R. 1159 . ........ Making Emergency Supp. Approps ................. ....................... . 
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) .. .. ......... . MC .................................. . H.J. Res. 73 ... .................. Term Limits Const. Arndt ............... .. ........ .................... .. ....................................... . 
H. Res. 117 (3116/95) ..................... ............. .. Debate ............................ . H.R. 4 .............................. Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ........................................................... .... ................... . 
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) ................................... . 
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) .................................... .. 

MC ................................. .. 
0 ..................................... . r-a·m·i·~· p·riv·a·cy · prot·ection·ACt·· :::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: H.R. 1271 .................. . 

H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ................................... . 0 ................................. .. .. . H.R. 660 .................. . Older Persons Housing Act ............ .................................. ...................................... .......... . 
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) .................................... .. MC .................................. . H.R. 1215 ..................... . Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 ............... ................................................. .. 
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) .................................... .. MC .................................. . H.R. 483 .................... .. Medicare Select Expansion ..... ............................................................................................ . 

Disposition of rule 

A: 350-71 (1/19/95). 
A: 25~172 (1/25/95). 

A: voice vote (2/1195). 
A: voice vote (211/95). 
A: voice vote (211/95). 
A: voice vole (2/2/95). 
A: voice vote (2/7/95). 
A: voice vote (2/7/95). 
A: voice vote (219/95). 
A: voice vote (2/10/95). 
A: voice vote (2113195). 
PO: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2/15/95). 
PO: 230-191 ; A: 229-188 (2/21/95). 
A: voice vote (2122/95). 
A: 282-144 (2/22195). 
A: 252-175 (2123/95). 
A: 253-165 (2/27/95). 
A: voice vote (2128/95). 
A: 271- 151 (312/95) 

A: voice vole (3/6/95) 
A: 257-155 (317/95) 
A: voice vote (3/8/95) 
PO: 234-191 A: 247- 181 (3/9/95) 
A: 242-190 (3/15/95) 
A: voice vote (3/28/95) 
A: voice vote (3121/95) 
A: 217-211 (3/22195) 
A: 423- 1 (4/4/95) 
A: voice vote (4/6/95) 
A: 228-204 (4/5/95) 
A: 253- 172 (4/6/95) 
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H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ................. . 
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) .................. . 
H. Res. 140 (519/95) .............. . . 
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) ............ .. 
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) ............ . 
H. Res. 146 (5/11195) 
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) .................. . 
H. Res. 155 (5/22195) .................. . 
H. Res. 164 (6/8195) ................ .. 
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) .......... . 
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) .. . 
H. Res. 170 (6120/95) ... .. ........ . 
H. Res. 171 (6/22195) ... ........... .. 
H. Res. 173 (6127/95) ..... . 
H. Res. 176 (6/28195) ........ . 
H. Res. 185 (7/11195) ............... . 
H. Res. 187 (7112/95) ...... . 
H. Res. 188 (7 /12/95) 
H. Res. 190 (7/17195) 
H. Res. 193 (7/19195) 
H. Res. 194 (7119/95) 
H. Res. 197 (7121/95) 
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) ................ . 
H. Res. 201 (7/25195) ................. . 
H. Res. 204 (7128195) ..... . 
H. Res. 205 (7128195) 
H. Res. 207 (811/95) .. 
H. Res. 208 (811/95) 
H. Res. 215 (9nt95) 
H. Res. 216 (9nt95) 
H. Res. 218 (9/12195) 
H. Res. 219 (9/12195) 

0 
0 
0 . 
0 

Rule type 

0 ... . .. ... .. .... ... .... ..... . 
0 .............. . 
MC .......... ............ .. . 
MO 
MC 
0 ... . 
MC . 
0 .. 
0 .. 
c 
MC . 
0 
0 
0 
0 ... ........ .. .. ....... ... . . 
c ........... .. ...... .................. . 
0 ............ ... . 
0 ........... ........ ....... .. ......... . 
0 
0 ... 
MC 
0 
MC 
0 . 
0 .. . 
MO .......................... . 
0 .. .. .. ............................. .. 
0 .......................... .. . . 

Bill No. 

H.R. 655 ............. . 
H.R. 1361 ..................... . 
H.R. 961 
H.R. 535 
H.R. 584 . 
H.R. 614 . 
H. Con. Res. 67 ......... ... . 
H.R. 1561 ............... .. ..... . 
H.R. 1530 . 
H.R. 1817 ... ... 
H.R. 1854 .. 
H.R. 1868 
H.R. 1905 ......... . 
H.J. Res. 79 ....... .... . 
H.R. 1944 
H.R. 1977 
H.R. 1977 . 
H.R. 1976 
H.R. 2020 
H.J. Res. 96 . 
H.R. 2002 ........... .. .. . 
H.R. 70 .............. . 
H.R. 2076 . 
H.R. 2099 
S. 21 ........................... . 
H.R. 2126 .......... . 
H.R. 1555 
H.R. 2127 .......... . 
H.R. 1594 ............ . 
H.R. 1655 ................. . 
H.R. 1162 ............. . 
H.R. 1670 ................ . 

Subject Disposition of rule 

Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 ...... ... .... ... ..................... .... .. .. ..... A: voice vote (5/2195) 
Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ...... A: voice vote (5/9/95) 
Clean Water Amendments ....... .. .. ... ................... ...... .. ......... .. A: 414-4 (5/10/95) 
Fish Hatchery-Arkansas ..... ............. .................... A: voice vote (5/15/95) 
Fish Hatchery-Iowa A: voice vote (5/15/95) 

~i~~g~~W~;~i~e1~'~5 ··::::: : ::: : :::::::::::: .. ::::........................ ~av~52~~ii ~'~¥~168 (5111195> 
American Overseas Interests Act .......... .. ......................... A: 233- 176 (5/23/95) 
Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ....... PQ: 225-191 A: 233-183 (6/13/95) 
MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 .. ......................... POPO '. ~~t:~~ ~: ~~tm rn~~~~rn 
Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ....... .. . ........................... . 
For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 221-178 A: 217-175 (6/22195) 
Energy & water Approps. FY 1996 ~a~~s~fii ~,'~~1~/ 52 (61281951 ~~~rCS~~t~tu!~;r~lp~.mendme~t .. : .. ::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::.......... .......... PO: 236-194 A: 234- 192 (6/29/95) 
Interior Approps. FY 1996 .. ... ....... ...... .... ............. PO: 235-193 D: 192-238 (7/12/95) 
Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ... ......... .............. ... PO: 230-194 A: 22~195 (7/13/95) 
Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ....... ... ....................... ...... .. ..... .. ..... ..... .. ........... PO: 242-185 A: voice vote (7/18/95) 
Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 .... PO: 232-192 A: voice vote (7118/95) 
Disapproval of MFN to China .. ......... A: voice vote (7/20195) 
Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ... . . ....... ... ....... ........... PO: 217-202 (7121/95) 
Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil ............. ................................ . .. . . .. ............. A: voice vote (7/24195) 
Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ... .......................................... A: voice vote (7125/95) 
VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 ... .. ... ................. .......... A: 230-189 (7125/95) 
Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ... ........ ........ .... .. ........... A: voice vote (811/95) 
Defense Approps. FY 1996 ................. ...... ........ .......... A: 409-1 (7/31/95) 
Communications Act of 1995 ... .. ............. A: 255-156 (8/2/95) 
Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 .. ... .. ............................. A: 323-104 (812/95) 
Economically Targeted Investments .. . A: voice vote (9/12195) 
Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ......... A: voice vote (9/12/95) 
Deficit Reduction Lockbox ............. . ....................................................... . 
Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................ . 

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vole; D-defeated; PO-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
rule. But my support for this rule does 
not mean I wholeheartedly support the 
version of lockbox reported from the 
Committee on Rules. 

While I will vote for passage of H.R. 
1162, I believe there are significant im
provements that should be made to 
this proposal but which, I fear, have 
little chance of passage on the floor. 
Those improvements would give this 
legislation real teeth and if enacted 
would take a significant bite out of dis
cretionary spending for fiscal year 1996. 

Mr. Speaker, as of today, only one 
appropriations bill remains to be con
sidered by the House. Short of the 
adoption of an amendment which will 
be offered by the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules, the appropriation for 
the District of Columbia would be the 
only one of the 13 appropriations bills 
to be subjected to the lockbox process 
contained in this bill. Yet, the House 
clearly expressed its support for lock
ing away savings from appropriations 
bills early this year when a lockbox 
amendment was added to the emer
gency supplemental by a vote of 421 to 
1. That enactment provided that the 
net reduction of funds from the supple
mental was to be used exclusively for 
deficit reduction. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, in the 
months since the House considered the 
first supplemental, the lockbox has be
come more of a storage box. The ver
sion of the legislation originally intro
duced by the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. BREWSTER] and the 
gentlelady from California [Ms. HAR
MAN], as well as the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAPO], no longer mandates 
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net reductions from appropriations 
bills be dedicated exclusively to deficit 
reduction. Rather, this version has be
come more of an accounting tool. 

Now, I would like to commend my 
colleague from Florida, Mr. Goss, the 
chairman of the Legislative and Budget 
Process Subcommittee, for his work on 
this legislation. While Mr. BREWSTER 
and Ms. HARMAN appeared repeatedly 
before the Rules Committee in an at
tempt to offer their version of lockbox, 
the Rules Committee did make and fol
low through on a commitment to send 
some lockbox legislation to the floor. 
The committee recommendation may 
very well be the best version of the pro
posal we are going to get, but, as I said 
at the outset, this legislation can and 
should be improved to ensure that it 
will do what the original cosponsors of 
lockbox had intended to do. 

First, it is my intention to offer an 
amendment which will make this bill 
retroactive so that the net reductions 
from each of the appropriations bills 
for fiscal year 1996 will be subjected to 
the lockbox process. However, because 
I intend to take advantage of the fam
ily friendly atmosphere in the House 
and take my middle daughter to col
lege, I may not be present to person
ally offer this amendment. It is my 
hope that the amendment will be of
fered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. PETERSON], and that the House 
will support this important improve
ment to this bill. 

Second, the gen tlelady from Califor
nia [Ms. HARMAN] intends to offer an 
amendment which will capture savings 
in future years. As we all know, there 
are many Federal programs and 
projects with spendout rates which in
crease dramatically after the first or 
second year. Unfortunately, as the bill 
was reported from the Rules Commit-

tee, these savings can only be captured 
for the fiscal year in question and con
sequently savings in the outyears 
might well be reallocated to other pro
grams. During the markup of this bill, 
the committee Democrats offered a 
version of Ms. HARMAN'S amendment, 
but as matters turned out, the amend
ment was defeated by the Republican 
majority. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me 
that Ms. HARMAN'S proposal makes a 
great deal of sense: Let's not allow sav
ings to slip through the lockbox only 
to be spent elsewhere. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com
ment on the fact that this rule pro
vides a germaneness waiver for the 
committee substitute. It seems to me 
that the only reason this waiver is nec
essary is because the final product is so 
very different from what was originally 
introduced that it does not bear 
enough resemblance to be considered 
germane. While I congratulate the gen
tleman from Florida for his efforts to 
bring this bill to the floor, I think 
Members should understand what this 
waiver really means. I believe the fact 
that the committee substitute is a de
parture from the original intent only 
reinforces the need to adopt my amend
ment and that of Ms. HARMAN. Without 
those two additions to this bill, I am 
afraid we are merely playing a shell 
game with ourselves and with the 
American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am privi
leged to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, let me start off by say
ing who gives a hoot who gets credit 
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for what, as long as we pass this 
lockbox and we start getting credit for 
really reducing the deficit around here? 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my good friend 
and Rules Committee colleague from 
Florida for yielding me the time, and 
commend him as chairman of the Sub
committee on Legislative and Budget 
Process for his outstanding efforts in 
bringing this legislation to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, today should be a proud 
moment in this House, not merely be
cause today we will reform the budget 
process or even that we will create a 
mechanism to assist our efforts at defi
cit reduction. But because today we are 
debating a comprehensive piece of leg
islation that truly represents biparti
san compromise, ingenuity, and re
sourcefulness. 

Indeed right from the beginning this 
issue has been one of a bipartisan 
thrust, begun through the efforts of our 
friends such as MIKE CRAPO of Idaho, 
Ms. HARMAN of California, Mr. ROYCE of 
California, and Mr. BREWSTER of Okla
homa, to mention just a few. 

Despite their unsuccessful efforts 
during the last Congress, these Mem
bers along with many others from both 
sides of the aisle continued their full 
court press since the beginning of this 
Congress. 

And Mr. Speaker, these efforts have 
paid off. Today we are considering the 
deficit reduction lockbox bill under an 
open process providing every Member 
of this body with an interest or even a 
concern with this legislation the oppor
tunity to participate. 

H.R. 1162 is responsible budget proc
ess reform that will continue to gear 
the entire system toward spending re
straint rather than spending more. 

While the lockbox is like the line
i tem veto and the balanced budget 
amendment in that it is only process 
reform, it will help to raise the ac
countability standard in this body, by 
forcing the tough choices, like those 
we made in the budget resolution ear
lier this year and those we will again 
make in the reconciliation process over 
the next few months. 

This has been an open process from 
the very beginning and this open rule 
only continues the outstanding demo
cratic process utilized during the de
velopment and consideration of this 
issue. 

With that I urge my colleagues to 
support this open rule and the bill. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER], the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Government Re
form and Oversight. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentleman very much for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to rise in strong 
support of the rule and obviously want 
to commend the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAPO], the bill's sponsor, the gen-

tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
HARMAN], and the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. ORTON], all of whom have 
been doing very hard work in bringing 
this important bill to the floor. 

The concept of the lockbox is very 
simple. It makes basic common sense. 
In essence it provides that amendments 
to cut spending actually produce sav
ings. I think I was as dismayed as 
many people to realize that when we 
often go through agony to get savings, 
those savings are not real; they in fact 
are then used for other purposes. Most 
taxpayers would agree and believe that 
when Congress agrees to eliminate $5 
billion for the space station or $7 bil
lion for the super collider, that the 
money remains in the Treasury. 
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Most would agree and believe that. 

But in fact under existing law or cur
rent law those tax dollars go back into 
the pot and can be reallocated or spent 
later in the same year. So I think ev
eryone would have to agree that is an 
odd process at any time, and the prac
tice frankly is just absolutely insup
portable in an era of $200 billion defi
cits and $5 trillion national debt. 

This bill, H.R. 1162, will change Fed
eral spending law to ensure that a dol
lar saved is in fact a dollar saved, that 
when Congress votes to cut funding for 
a Federal program, the money will not 
be spent. The bill creates 13 separate 
savings accounts to match the 13 an
nual appropriations bills and requires 
that the average savings of each House
and Senate-passed spending bill be 
placed in that special savings account. 
The money would be used solely for 
deficit reduction and could not be 
made available for any future spending 
for any purpose whatever. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill is an important 
step on the long road toward restoring 
Federal fiscal sanity and responsible 
congressional spending. It really for 
the first time permits lawmakers to 
choose savings over spending and al
lows us for the very first time to hon
estly tell our constituents that a dollar 
saved is a dollar saved. 

So as chairman of the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, 
which has jurisdiction on this matter, I 
would indicate that my belief that this 
is a good bill and long overdue. I would 
urge the adoption of the rule and a 
vote in favor of the bill. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO], who 
has been much discussed as the author 
of this and deserves a great deal of 
credit. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Speaker, I first of 
all want to say I appreciate the support 
that has been brought by both sides of 
the aisle and by so many Members to 
get us to this point today. 

This is a very important day for the 
House of Representatives, not just be-

cause we are going in a few minutes to 
debate a very critical reform to the 
budget process but because it is a day 
when this institution is working the 
way that was intended by our Founding 
Fathers. It is working in a way that 
shows the kind of integrity and the 
kind of good work that can be done 
when the Members of Congress work 
together. 

At a time in our history when so 
often there are negative stories in the 
media about how the Congress works, 
. today we have a good strong example 
of how the system should work. Why do 
I say that? First of all, Mr. Speaker, we 
are here under an open rule. For so 
long we have been deprived in this Con
gress of having the opportunity to have 
open and free debate, where critical 
ideas are brought forward and debated 
and those who object to them can have 
the opportunity under an open rule to 
bring their objections and have those 
objections debated and voted on in an 
open recorded vote. 

Second, it is an important day for 
this institution because this bill was 
brought forward to reform the system 
in a bipartisan fashion. I do not think 
we are going to see a lot of partisan 
bickering here today because it is a 
good idea that needs to be put into law. 
Al though there may be some discus
sions about just what the fine tuning 
should be, we are going to see strong 
support for this legislation. 

For about 2 years now we have been 
working to make sure that this legisla
tion moves forward and that this criti
cal reform that is necessary is put into 
place. I can still remember, it has been 
a little bit more than 2 years ago now 
that I was sitting right. here on this 
floor, and I heard two Members debat
ing about a major proposal to cut one 
of our budgets. One of the Members 
said to the other: You know, even if we 
cut this budget, this spending will not 
be reduced and the deficit will not be 
reduced. 

The other Member acknowledged 
that. That perked up my interest. I 
then started looking into it. Indeed, 
the budget system we have is one in 
which, even when Congress cuts a spe
cific program or project, all that hap
pens is that specific program or project 
is eliminated or reduced, and the 
spending simply becomes unallocated 
until the conference committee meets 
to reallocate it, often to projects that 
never saw the light of day in a hearing. 

Today we will create a lockbox ac
count in the House and send forward to 
the Senate an opportunity for us to 
pass into law a critical reform of our 
budget process that will help us to en
sure that, when we make cuts, the cuts 
count. 

Mr. Speaker, this is going to be a 
hard process. It has taken us 2 years to 
get to this point in the House. We are 
going to have to fight it hard when it 
gets to the other body as well. But the 
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American people deserve no less. We 
must past this rule, then pass this leg
islation and take one more important 
step in terms of reforming the budget 
process of this Congress. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. ROYCE], 
who has also been one of the stalwarts 
of moving this legislation forward. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, at a time 
when our government is running chron
ic $200 billion deficits at a time when 
we are $5 trillion in debt, with a dev
astating effect on our national savings 
rate, this reform for Government is 
critical. 

This is essentially the same bill that 
was approved by the House on August 
2, as an amendment to the Labor, HHS, 
Education Appropriations bill. It is 
similar to the House resolution I of
fered earlier this year. The lockbox 
provision in that Labor HHS bill was 
adopted by a vote of 373 to 52, better 
than 85 percent of this House. 

Basically, the bill establishes a series 
of lockboxes in every appropriations 
measure considered by this House to 
ensure that savings made from amend
ments on this floor will go toward re
ducing the Federal deficit. As many of 
us have come to realize, unfortunately, 
this is not now the case, since savings 
realized from amendments to appro
priations bills may be used for other 
funds or projects in that bill or other 
appropriations bills. 

A good example of that was last year 
in this Congress when $100 million was 
eliminated by an amendment on this 
floor from the ASRM program, but we 
later found out that those funds wound 
up in other programs rather than going 
to deficit reduction. 

I would just like to share that, as a 
cochairman of the porkbusters coali
tion in this Congress, I would hate to 
see something like that happen again. I 
would hate to see what happened last 
year happen again. 

This bill will ensure that it does not. 
This bill will ensure that the average 
savings between the cuts that we make 
on the House floor and the cu ts made· 
over on the Senate floor will go in con
ference to a lockbox, to the Treasury 
for the purpose of deficit reduction. 

I will also share with my colleagues, 
Mr. Speaker, that this is an open rule 
worthy of everyone's support. I know 
that my constituents support this 
measure, as do the Citizens Against 
Government Waste, the National Tax
payers Union, Citizens for a Sound 
Economy, the Concord Coalition, and 
other taxpayer groups. It is an impor
tant and workable first step towards 
making this body more responsive and 
accountable to the people who elect 
them. 

I urge an "aye" vote of every Mem
ber. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

GOODLATTE). Pursuant to House Reso
lution 218 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 1162. 

The Chair designates the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. QUINN] as Chair
man of the Committee of the Whole 
and requests the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. RIGGS] to assume the chair 
temporarily. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1162) to es
tablish a Deficit Reduction Trust Fund 
and provide for the downward adjust
ment of discretionary spending limits 
in appropriations bills, with Mr. RIGGS, 
Chairman pro tempore, in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

RIGGS). Pursuant to the rule, the bill is 
considered as having been read the first 
time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss] and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. FROST] each will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to bring 
forward for the House's consideration 
H.R. 1162, the Deficit Reduction 
Lockbox Act of 1995. The concept be
hind the lockbox is deceptively simple: 
It says that when the House votes to 
cut spending we will not spend those 
savings elsewhere. It says that _a cut is 
really a cut and savings are really sav
ings that can and will be used to reduce 
the deficit. It says that we will no 
longer play the shell game of cutting 
money with big fanfare one day and 
quietly reprogramming it another. And 
it says that we are going to hold our
selves accountable for what we do. 

I commend our colleague, MIKE 
CRAPO, and his bipartisan team of 
lockbox enforcers, who worked tire
lessly to ensure that this day would 
come. Despite the simplicity of the 
concept, the practical application of 
lockbox proved more vexing than some 
might have thought. Working within 
the complexity of our current budget 
process was quite a challenge, but the 
lockbox team persevered through late 
night meetings and consultation with 
budget experts. 

We wanted to make sure we had 
teeth in our proposal while retaining 
enough flexibility for the appropriators 
to do the very difficult job we ask of 
them. And I'm proud to say that we 
have achieved that balance. H.R. 1162 
as reported by the Rules Committee 
closely tracks language that 373 Mem
bers of this House already enthusiasti
cally supported in the form of an 
amendment to the Labor/IIBS spending 
bill just last month. 

Today's vote, which will hopefully be 
a reaffirmation of that commitment to 
lockbox, is designed to implement a 
two-track strategy in seeking to make 
lockbox the law of the land. We are, in 
effect, giving our friends in the other 
body two chances to do the right thing 
and adopt these lockbox provisions. 
H.R. 1162 as reported by our Rules Com
mittee establishes lockbox balances to 
account for savings adopted through 
cutting amendments during floor con
sideration of spending bills. There will 
be a House lockbox balance and a Sen
ate lockbox balance for each spending 
bill- and the appropriators will be 
bound to come up with savings split
ting the difference between what the 
House and Senate have each proposed. 
The hammer to enforce this require
ment-and ensure that money saved in 
one bill is not later spent in another
is a lowering of the overall spending 
total available to the appropriators. In 
this way we actually shrink the spend
ing pie to reflect the lockbox. 

No one argues that this procedural 
change alone will resolve our tremen
dous budgetary imbalance. In fact, just 
about everyone recognizes that discre
tionary spending, to which the lockbox 
pertains, is not the big bear in the 
woods when it comes to our spending 
problems. But we ought not ask Ameri
cans to consider changes in entitle
ment programs until we have dem
onstrated that we are serious about 
cutting low-priority, wasteful, or un
necessary programs. Lockbox really 
speaks to our credibility as we wage 
our battle for a balanced budget by the 
year 2002. Please support H.R. 1162. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
principle behind H.R. 1162, and, given 
the fact that this is the only version of 
lockbox the House will be able to con
sider, I intend to support the bill. I do, 
however, encourage Members to sup
port two amendments which will be of
fered to that bill. I believe those 
amendments will significantly improve 
the legislation recommended by the 
Rules Committee and are deserving of 
strong bipartisan support. 

Mr. Chairman, I first want to con
gratulate the chairman of the Rules 
Committee, Mr. SOLOMON, and the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Leg
islative and Budget Process for holding 
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a markup on this bill. This year, as we 
went through the appropriations proc
ess, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BREWSTER] and the gentlelady 
from California [Ms. HARMAN] came to 
the Rules Committee seeking to offer 
lockbox amendments to each appro
priation bill. While it was unfortunate 
that the Rules Committee majority did 
not see fit to allow the House to con
sider the request of these distinguished 
Members, our chairman did made a 
commitment to them that the commit
tee would hold a markup on lockbox 
legislation. And, on July 20 the com
mittee met and reported this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, prior to the markup, 
the committee Democrats were grati
fied that the Republican majority ac
cepted a number of suggestions we 
made that we felt improved the chair
man's mark circulated among our 
Members. However, the committee ma
jority did not accept three important 
amendments offered by the committee 
Democrats. The first amendment relat
ed to out year savings. Because it is 
the intention of the gentlelady from 
California [Ms. HARMAN] to offer such 
an amendment today, let it suffice to 
say that this amendment is not in the 
least just a technicality. In fact, reduc
ing statutory caps for budget authority 
and outlays in the ou tyears has a great 
deal to do with our ability to curb and 
reduce discretionary spending. If we 
are really serious about reducing this 
part of Government spending, I would 
urge support for the Harman amend
ment. 

Second, I will offer an amendment 
which would apply the provisions of 
the lockbox procedure to every appro
priations bill for fiscal year 1996, not 
just those passed after engrossment of 
H.R. 1162. I offered this amendment to 
the lockbox legislation attached to the 
Labor/HHS appropriation and my 
amendment was rejected. I also offered 
it to the chairman's mark, but again, 
the amendment was rejected. If we are 
going to claim savings, then those sav
ings should apply to every appropria
tions bill, and not just to Labor/HHS, 
DOD, and DC. 

Finally, we believe that the bill 
should have created a separate lockbox 
account into which savings resulting 
from spending cuts in individual appro
priations bills would automatically be 
funneled. In that way, those funds 
could not be reallocated to other ap
propriations accounts and spent later. 
The committee bill, however, takes a 
fundamentally different approach, and 
while the committee did adopt an 
amendment which strengthens their 
original proposal by requiring OMB to 
reduce the discretionary caps for the 
fiscal year under consideration, we 
continue to believe that the creation of 
a separate lockbox account is an im
portant part of proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
support the Frost and Harman amend-

ments in order that we can be sure that 
the tough choices we have had to and 
will continue to have to make will ac
tually go to deficit reduction. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO]. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, again, it 
is a privilege to be here debating this 
important measure here today. Before I 
get into the substance of my remarks, 
I want to give some thanks to some of 
the people who have really been there 
when it counts, particularly to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss] who is handling this measure for 
the Committee on Rules here today. 
They were there time and time again 
in the late night meetings and the ne
gotiations that were necessary to help 
us move this legislation through the 
difficult political channels it had to be 
moved in order to get to the floor 
today. 

It is not easy to change a system 
that has been put into place over years 
and years, and just take it and change 
it overnight. I appreciate their support, 
and that of the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. BREWSTER] and the gentle
woman from California [Ms. HARMAN] 
who have been there in our bipartisan 
efforts for nearly 2 years now, working 
together to make this matter work. 
And that of so many of the other Mem
bers: the gentleman from California, 
ED ROYCE, who is sitting here beside 
me and ready to speak in a few mo
ments, and the gentleman from New 
Jersey, Mr. ZIMMER; the freshman class 
who came in there this year and pro
vided really the steam to move this re
form forward, as we needed to have 
their strong support; the gentleman 
from Michigan, Mr. UPTON, and so 
many others. The list goes on. 

The point I am trying to make is 
that this has been not only a strong ef
fort by so many Members of Congress 
on both sides of the aisle who recog
nized that we need to reform our budg
et process, but that we have been able 
to put that effort together in the face 
of very strong political pressures. 

I want to go back and give just a lit
tle history. As I said, it has been just 
about 2 years since this process start
ed, a little over 2 years since I first be
came aware of the way the budget sys
tem worked, and did not allow our cuts 
to really count. At that time I intro
duced a bill that I called the "make 
our cuts count" legislation. 

Shortly after that, I found that the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREW
STER] and the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. HARMAN] and some others 
they were working with were also in
volved in trying to address the same is-

sues. As we met together to put our ef
forts together and come together in a 
bipartisan effort, we changed the name 
of this to the lockbox concept, some
thing that has stuck and has helped 
people across America to understand 
that we are really trying to balance 
the budget. 

Not only did we develop a bipartisan 
commission here in Congress, we went 
out and found grassroots support 
across the country. I am proud to say 
today that this legislation is supported 
by the Concord Coalition, by the Unit
ed States Chamber of Commerce, the 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
who I believe are going to make it a 
key vote, .the Citizens for a Sound 
Economy, who I also believe are going 
to register this as a key vote, the Na
tional Taxpayers Union, the United We 
Stand organizations in different parts 
of the country, and others across this 
country who have recognized the need 
for this legislation, and have joined in 
our effort to develop the coalitions 
necessary at the grassroots level in 
this country to push this legislation 
forward. 

I can remember when I was first 
interviewed on this legislation, and the 
interviewer said, "What kind of a 
chance do you really think you have, 
trying to get something like this 
through this Congress?" I said, "To be 
honest with you, not much of a chance, 
but we are going to keep fighting and 
we are going to make this thing hap
pen, no matter how long it takes." Lit
tle did I know that just 1 year later, 
about l1/2 years later, we would be here 
on the floor, making sure that the leg
islation passed. 

Some may ask, why are we doing it 
again after we already did it on August 
2? On August 2 we passed legislation 
attaching this to an appropriations 
bill. It has now become evident that 
that appropriations bill may be vetoed, 
so we are going on a separate track to 
have a dual approach to making sure 
this legislation passes by putting forth 
this independent legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is a 
critical reform to our budget process. 
We must do it so Americans can count 
on this Congress, so the integrity of 
this institution is upheld, and when we 
say we are cutting the budget, those 
cuts go to deficit reduction. The Amer
ican people can ask for no less. I am 
confident that today, this House will 
deliver them that kind of reform. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BEILENSON], a member of the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FROST], my colleague and friend, for 
yielding so much time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the hard 
work that many of our colleagues have 
done to bring this legislation to the 
point where it is today, and I would 
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particularly like to commend our 
chairman, Mr. SOLOMON, and Mr. Goss 
for their efforts in producing a measure 
that satisfies most of the concerns of 
both the lockbox proponents, and the 
members of the Appropriations Com
mittee who, under this bill, will have 
to operate under a more difficult sys
tem for achieving final agreement on 
appropriations bills. 

However, I do not think that this de
serves our support. I know from the 
previous vote we had on this measure 
last month, when it was offered as an 
amendment to an appropriations bill, 
that I am among a small minority of 
Members here who feel that way. But I 
am speaking out on this matter be
cause I think it is important for us to 
consider the drawbacks of this meas
ure. 

On the face of it, the lock box pro
posal is an appealing idea-as its pro
ponents describe it, it is a way to en
sure that the savings produced by 
spending-cut amendments to appro
priations bills are used to reduce the 
deficit, not to increase spending for 
other purposes. 

However, the only way to show that 
such savings are being used to reduce 
the deficit, is to reduce the amount 
available to the Appropriations Com
mittee by the amount saved by the 
spending-cut amendments. Thus, at its 
core, what the lockbox proposal is all 
about is reducing discretionary spend
ing beyond the limit set in the budget 
resolution. In other words, it is a pro
cedure designed to force total discre
tionary spending below the level that 
Congress has already decided, through 
its budget resolution and through stat
utory caps, is the appropriate level for 
the coming fiscal year. 

The question we should be consider
ing is: do we want a procedure that will 
lead to deeper cuts in discretionary 
spending than we are already on the 
pa th toward achieving? 

This year's budget resolution sets 
spending limits for the next 7 years at 
levels that will force Congress to cut 
domestic discretionary spending by 
$473 billion over that period, or by one 
third, in real terms, over this year's 
level. 

For those of us who value the Federal 
Government's contribution to edu
cation and job training, transpor
tation, housing, science and health re
search, environmental protection, na
tional parks, crime control, and many 
of the other functions that comprise 
the discretionary spending category; 
for those of us who are alarmed at the 
severity of the cuts we are witnessing 
in so many essential programs, such as 
the one-third cut in funding for the En
vironmental Protection Agency, it 
makes little sense to endorse a proce
dure that will likely lead to further 
cuts-or fewer opportunities to restore 
funds-to these programs. 

Even Members who do wish to cut 
discretionary spending further, how-

ever, cannot dispute the fact that we 
already have an extremely effective 
process in place for controlling this 
type of spending. Under our existing 
procedures, Congress approves a total 
amount of spending for discretionary 
spending, and then enforces that 
amount by subjecting individual spend
ing measures to Budget Act points of 
order-which has been in effect since 
1974-and to the threat of across-the
board cuts, or sequestration-which 
has been in effect since 1990. 

These controls have enabled Congress 
to restrain the growth of discretionary 
spending to such an extent that its 
share of gross domestic product [GDP] 
has declined from 10.5 percent in 1980 to 
8.2 percent in 1994. If Congress complies 
with the current discretionary spend
ing caps, as we have every reason to be
lieve it will, such spending will decline 
to just 6.8 percent in 1998. Domestic 
discretionary spending will have de
clined from 5.1 percent of GDP in 1980, 
to 3.7 percent in 1994, to 3.1 percent in 
1998. 

Fortunately, it is unlikely that this 
new procedure will bring about signifi
cantly larger reductions in discre
tionary spending than those we will al
ready be required to achieve. Most cut
ting amendments offered on the House 
floor traditionally have involved rel
atively small amounts. And, because 
House savings from spending-cut 
amendments will be averaged with 
Senate savings, the final amount by 
which discretionary spending will be 
lowered is likely to be relatively 
minor. Moreover, I suspect that as dis
cretionary spending levels are reduced 
further, increasing numbers of floor 
amendments to appropriations bills 
will involve transfers of funds, rather 
than simple cuts. 

For what may well be insignificant 
reduction in the deficit, one result of 
this new procedure is likely to be pro
tracted conflict between the Senate 
and the House, and between Congress 
and the President, toward the end of 
each year's appropriations season when 
new, reduced allocations of spending 
are parceled out to the appropriations 
subcommittees to accommodate what
ever lockbox savings are finally 
achieved. 

Mr. Chairman, if our goal is to estab
lish procedures that will help us reduce 
the deficit, this measure aims at the 
wrong target. Like procedures Con
gress has considered in recent years-
such as expedited rescission, line-item 
veto, separation of emergency and non
emergency appropriations-to apply 
further controls to discretionary 
spending, the lock box proposal address
es the one part of the budget that is al
ready under the strictest control. If 
our budget process is inadequate in any 
way, it is that it provides compara
tively little control for the mandatory 
spending-en ti tlemen t programs-that 
is driving •the growth of the Federal 
budget. 

In contrast to the decline in discre
tionary spending that has been occur
ring, and will continue to occur, man
datory spending has grown from 9.3 
percent of GDP in 1980 to 10.7 percent 
in 1994, and will equal 12.6 percent of 
GDP in 1998. 

If the plan to balance the budget by 
2002 is to succeed, Congress must 
change its focus with respect to budget 
process matters. Rather than devoting 
our time and effort to devising ways to 
apply more controls to the part of the 
budget that is already under the strict
est control, we must devote that same 
kind of effort to addressing other parts 
of the budget that are under less effec
tive control. That includes not only en
titlement programs, but also tax ex
penditures which, like entitlement pro
grams, are not reauthorized on an an
nual basis. 

Popular as the lockbox proposal is, I 
urge Members to consider carefully 
whether we really want a new proce
dure that increases the complexity of 
the budget process and the difficulty of 
reaching final agreement on appropria
tions bills, and that focuses our deficit
reduction efforts on an area of the 
budget that is already contributing 
more than its fair share to the cause. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am privi
leged to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], chairman of the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, when 
I came here 17 years ago, 2 years before 
my hero, Ronald Reagan, it was for the 
purposes of putting an end to the dete
rioration of our U.S. military, making 
it as difficult as possible for this Con
gress to spend money, to raise taxes 
and place regulatory burdens on the 
American people. So needless to say, I 
stand here today very much excited 
about what has been happening for the 
last 8 months, and particularly what is 
happening on this bill. 

I also just want to thank the leader
ship for their continual efforts to bring 
a bill to this floor that represents what 
I say is workable legislation, with a 
compromise language but a steadfast
ness in principle. Indeed, this docu
ment before us today is the product of 
consultation with, listen to this, the 
Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on the Budget, the Com
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, the Congressional Budget 
Office, the Congressional Research 
Service, and even the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. That is all the people 
that have been involved in trying to 
bring this workable piece of legislation 
to the floor. 

While this bill may not have reached 
the floor as soon as some of us might 
have desired, it is here today in a form 
that guarantees that when Members 
come to this floor to cut discretionary 
spending programs and reduce the defi
cit, spending will go down. That is 
what this is all about. 
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that the Committee on Appropriations 
maintains flexibility to reach a consen
sus in conference, and that is very im
portant, because that is what this leg
islative process is all about, all the 
while, spending less of the taxpayers' 
money. This bill is in a form that en
courages spending, encourages spend
ing cut amendments, because Members 
will know that when a spending cut is 
adopted, spending will be less at the 
end of the day. That is what this legis
lation is all about. 

D 1400 
Finally, this bill is in a form that, 

while procedurally arcane, it truly 
works. Let us look at the process, be
cause we need to establish legislative 
intent here today. 

First, the deficit reduction lockbox 
account would be established in the 
Congressional Budget Office to monitor 
savings made in appropriations bills by 
House and Senate amendments adopted 
on the respective floor of those bodies, 
and to lock in average savings of the 
two houses by lowering congressional 
and statutory spending caps. 

This lockbox account would consist 
of 13 subaccounts, matching the 13 ap
propriations subcommittees, and each 
subaccount would consist of a House 
lockbox balance, a Senate lockbox bal
ance, and a joint House-Senate lockbox 
balance. 

Upon the passage of each appropria
tion bill by each of the houses, the Di
rector of the CBO would enter a bal
ance for the appropriate subaccount of 
that house based on savings resulting 
from amendments adopted by that 
house from the spending level of the re
ported bill. During the consideration of 
each appropriation bill, a running tally 
would be established reflecting the in
creases and decreases in budgetary au
thority from the reported bill's total 
resulting from the adoption of each 
amendment. 

Once an appropriation bill is passed 
in the Senate, the average of the House 
and the Senate savings for that bill 
would be entered in the joint House
Senate balance and the overall alloca
tion, that is, the 602(a) spending limit 
for the appropriations committees 
would be reduced by that amount. 

That means it cannot ever be spent 
again. Whenever an overall spending 
limit is adjusted downward, the chair
men of the appropriations committees 
would submit to their houses the re
vised suballocation for that sub
committee to reflect the reductions in 
the overall limits. 

F.urthermore, to ensure actual spend
ing reduction, the bill states that upon 
the enactment of all appropriations 
bills for a particular fiscal year, the Di
rector of OMB make reductions in the 
statutory spending ceilings to reflect 
the total cumulative savings in the 
joint House-Senate lockbox balance. 

This process will apply the provisions 
of the bill retroactively to fiscal year 
1996 for any appropriation bill passed 
by the House after the date of House 
passage of the deficit reduction 
lockbox bill. 

Mr. Chairman, while this process 
may seem complicated, it is only as 
complicated as is necessary to ensure 
efficiency, reality and spending cu ts in 
the budgetary process. I believe this 
new element of our process is nec
essary, and I believe that this bill pro
vides the balanced yet reasonable proc
ess reform to assist our efforts toward 
a balanced budget. 

That is complicated, but, ladies and 
gentlemen, it is going to work. It 
means when Members come on this 
floor and vote to cut a program, that 
program is going to stay cut and the 
money is going toward the deficit, not 
going to be spent on some other pro
gram. That is what this is all about. 
That is why Members need to come 
over here and vote for this vital piece 
of legislation. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. HINCHEY]. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a very popular measure, this lockbox 
proposal. It enjoys wide bipartisan 
sponsorship and even broader support 
here in the House, and perhaps that is 
equally true in the other house as well. 
But I think it is important that at 
least a few iconoclastic voices be raised 
in opposition to this measure so that 
we might more adequately and more 
deeply reflect on what we are doing and 
the consequences of those actions. 

We have a basic responsibility here in 
the House of Representatives, even 
more so than the other house, to man
age the economy, to make sure that we 
have a system of economic growth and 
prosperity, that we are creating jobs 
and creating economic opportunity for 
all Americans. 

I know that the Members of this 
House take that responsibility very se
riously. Unfortunately, however, we 
are focusing our attention only on one 
aspect of our economy, and we have 
been doing that for far too long now. 
That is this deficit, the budget deficit. 

Focusing our attention on the budget 
deficit regrettably takes our attention 
away from two other deficits that are 
at least equally important and perhaps 
even more so: One is the trade deficit. 
I will not talk much about that. 

The other is the investment deficit. 
We have a substantial deficit in the in
vestment in the future of this country. 
It has been estimated that that deficit 
ranges as high as $1 trillion a year. 

In other words, we may need as much 
as $1 trillion of public investment in 
order to create the kind of adequate 
growth in the economy that is nec
essary to create the kind of jobs and 
economic opportunity that is essential 
for a strong, sound, healthy economy. 

Other countries in the industrialized 
world are doing much more than we 
are. 

We unfortunately are focusing our 
attention on the budget deficit to the 
detriment of our other responsibilities 
in this House. In so doing, this House 
has already tied its hands substantially 
with regard to its ability to manage 
fiscal policy, so much so that the en
tire, or most at least of the manage
ment of this economy has been handed 
over to the Federal Reserve, which has 
the ability to regulate monetary pol
icy, and it is through monetary policy 
that our economy is seeing the ups and 
downs it has experienced in recent 
years as a result primarily of changes 
in interest rates. 

We have taken from ourselves the 
ability to manage fiscal policy, which 
means the ability to regulate the 
amount of growth that we need 
through spending and saving policies 
which are primarily the responsibility 
of this house. Now we are taking one 
further additional step down into that 
deep cellar by the passage, and I am 
sure it will pass, of this lockbox pro
posal, because once again it restricts 
our ability to manage fiscal policy in a 
responsible way by taking away from 
the House that which it needs, which is 
flexibility with regard to our spending 
and saving practices. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that although 
this seems like a good idea and al
though many people support it, I think 
that we ought to reflect more ade
quately on what we are doing and begin 
to understand the consequences of our 
actions in restricting our ability to 
manage the fiscal house, that respon
sibility which we have been charged to 
manage, our fiscal obligations and fis
cal policy for this country. 

In passing this measure we are re
stricting our ability to do that. We will 
be restricting our ability to stimulate 
growth and to create jobs and eco
nomic opportunity. By so doing, we are 
making, I believe, a serious mistake. 
Nevertheless, it is something that we 
will probably do, and we will have to 
correct it at some point in the future. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox]. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the Deficit Re
duction Lock-box Act which is an idea 
whose time has arrived. The bipartisan 
support for this legislation is very well 
known. We are going to be able to hold 
the line on waste and return savings to 
reduce the deficit. This is a bipartisan 
milestone legislative item that I think 
all of those who have been involved 
over the number of years before this 
Congress deserve a great deal of credit 
for bringing about and I think that the 
leadership of the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAPO] today on this particularly 
should be highlighted. I thank him for 
his efforts. 
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man, will create a series of lockboxes 
to capture savings from the floor 
amendments and give appropriators 
maximum flexibility in allocating such 
savings. The process is one jointly with 
three lockboxes from both the House 
and the Senate and a joint House-Sen
ate account that will lock in the sav
ings. 

After a bill is passed, the Congres
sional Budget Office will enter the 
final amount saved into the House 
lockbox. The Senate will follow a simi
lar procedure and then average the two 
figures. 

At this point the CBO, the Congres
sional Budget Office, will reduce the 
overall allocations for the House and 
Senate appropriations committees by 
the amount in the shared lockbox. 

As Members can see, the American 
people, Mr. Chairman, have been say
ing for a long time, "We want the 
lockbox. We want to make sure that 
the savings you actually have in com
mittee and on the floor result in real 
savings. 

I think we will be hearing later from 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
FOLEY] about his particular example 
which is so poignant. But for our tax
payers' protection the lockbox is essen
tial to ensure that spending cuts that 
are made on the floor actually go to
ward reducing the deficit instead of 
funding tax cuts or other expenditures. 

This session of the legislature, Mr. 
Chairman, has seen the line-item veto, 
the balanced budget amendment, the 
prohibition of unfunded mandates, and 
regulatory reform. The final item in 
protecting taxpayers will be the adop
tion of this lockbox legislation. It is 
consistent with the other reforms. I 
must say it also has been considered 
after careful deliberation of all those 
parties involved. I congratulate the 
sponsors and look forward to its pas
sage. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SCHUMER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is very 
important and long overdue legisla
tion. I want to commend all of those 
who worked so hard on it on both the 
majority and minority side. 

I would like to thank my cosponsors 
and sponsors on this side, the gentle
woman from California [Ms. HARMAN], 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ED
WARDS], and the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. BREWSTER]. I would like to 
thank all the folks on the other side 
who worked so hard on this, including 
the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] 
who when we were in the majority car
ried the lead on this proposal. And I 
would like to thank the majority lead
ership, because this bill is coming to 
the floor and frankly it should have 

come to the floor when we were in 
charge and it did not. 

Let me say, this is a very simple con
cept. That is, that when you go to the 
floor and make a cut, and that cut suc
ceeds, that that money goes to where it 
should go, which is to deficit reduction, 
rather than having the Committee on 
Appropriations go spend it on some
thing else that no one has ever voted 
on. 

Time and time again this body over 
the last decade has voted for cuts and 
then the money is spent on something 
else. That has not been the will of the 
House. That has not been what should 
have happened. Now for the first time 
when Members get up and if they had 
voted on, say, the amendment of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] and there was a 3-percen t cut 
or voted on anything else and there 
was a cut, automatically the overall 
numbers would decrease and the money 
would go to deficit reduction. This is 
the kind of rational change that will 
actually bring our deficit down and yet 
at the same time not require us to 
make such draconian and across-the
board cu ts that so many good programs 
pay because so many other programs 
which mainly are pork programs and 
would never succeed standing on their 
own or in the light of day, are sort of 
the jackals of the hard work of ·Mem
bers who go up and ask for cuts and 
they feed on these cu ts and are used for 
these other kinds of programs. 

This is very, very simple. It says the 
lockbox, and I would like to thank the 
people on my staff who came up with 
this idea originally 3, 4 years ago and 
actually named it the lockbox, says 
very simply, where you put the money, 
you make a cut, it goes into a lockbox 
and its stays there. 

I would like to say that when the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREW
STER] and the gentleman · from Texas 
[Mr. EDWARDS] and the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. HARMAN] and I 
talked at a Democratic issues con
ference 3 years ago about doing this, 
we did not know that we could actually 
get it done. 

Today is a very good day. I hope that 
both of us on both sides of the aisle 
will make sure that the Senate goes 
along and that this lockbox becomes 
law, because it will reduce pork, it will 
reduce deficits, and it will make sure 
that the will of this body is actually 
achieved. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I hope that 
the hopes of the gentleman from New 
York are indeed realized because they 
are the same hopes we have. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOKE], the commander in chief of 
the Republican theme team. 

Mr. HOKE. I thank the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to speak on 
this today in favor of it. I think that 

the reason that this came about is the 
same reason that it was first brought 
to our attention, and when I say "our," 
I mean my colleague and classmate the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] ahd 
my attention and everybody else, the 
other Members of the 103d freshman 
class. 

D 1415 
In about the summer of 1993, after we 

had all been elected and we had come 
here idealistically, blithely thinking 
that we were going to make cuts in the 
budget and we were going to do the fis
cally responsible thing and do what is 
right by the American people, the tax
payers that had voted us here, and we 
found out about halfway through that 
first year that a cut is not a cut at all, 
and we tried to do something about it . 

Lo and behold, one of the things we 
found out is that we were also in the 
minority. Then along came the 104th 
Congress, and 72-some new freshmen 
Republicans were ushered in by the 
American people, and they found out 
the same thing in the summer of 1994. 
They found out, to great frustration, 
and not a little bit of anger, that, in 
fact, just because we vote for a cut in 
an appropriations bill on the floor, it 
does not necessarily mean anything. 

So, Mr. Chairman, with some biparti
san support as well, on both sides, we 
have had a critical mass of frustration 
and anger that said, "Look, this flies 
in the face of common sense. If we are 
going to do what we were elected to do, 
if we are going to bring the fiscally re
sponsible actions to the floor, then why 
does it not actually hold? Why does it 
not obtain?" 

It is amazing, because it completely 
flies in the face of common sense what 
we do with these appropriations bill. 
Thank goodness for the Republican 
freshmen of the 104th Congress, be
cause now we are going to pass this bill 
and it means that if we actually have a 
spending cut on the floor, that it will 
mean something. 

Mr. Chairman, that has very impor
tant impact, because one of the things 
it does is it takes some of the power 
away from the Committee on Appro
priations and it puts more power in the 
Congress, generally, which means that 
the will of the Congress can actually be 
worked out on the floor. That is very 
important. 

Mr. Chairman, I am reminded of one 
other thing that is happening now, a 
similar thing, and it will seem equally 
confusing to the public that watches 
this. That is that Members all have of
fice accounts. We were under the im
pression, as many Members were, I am 
sure, in the 104th Congress freshman 
class, that when we cut our office ac
count and did not spend all the money, 
where does that balance of the money 
go? Members would think it goes back 
to the Federal Treasury. Wrong. It goes 
back to a fund that is an overall pro
grammatic fund and it gets repro
grammed some place else. 
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in America. Thank goodness we are in 
the right direction here. We are going 
to do the same thing with the office ac
colln ts and we are going to bring a lit
tle more common sense and fiscal san
ity and responsibility to the way that 
we run things here in the U.S. Con
gress. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. HARMAN]. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
delighted to stand here in enthusiastic 
support for the lockbox bill. A bit 
later, I will be offering an amendment 
to make it even better. But meanwhile, 
as the self-styled mother of lockbox, 
who has now moved into being the 
grandmother of lockbox, I would like 
to share with our colleagues some of 
the history here. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHUMER] was correct when he said 
that a number of us introduced this bill 
almost 3 years ago on the Democratic 
side. Similarly, a Republican, the gen
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO], offered 
it as a Republican bill. We joined to
gether, and, over time, our bipartisan 
efforts became the genesis of the bill 
we are voting on today. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out to 
everyone that prior to signing the 
budget bill in August 1993, President 
Clinton signed an Executive Order 
which enacted a lockbox into which all 
of the savings generated and the reve
nues raised under the 1993 budget bill 
would go. 

That lockbox concept has yielded 
hundreds of millions of dollars for defi
cit reduction, so we know that the con
cept worked. This bill, as my col
leagues have heard, has passed in sev
eral forms in this Congress. The gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREW
STER] first offered it as an amendment 
to the emergency supplemental bill 
earlier this spring and it passed over
whelmingly, 418 to 5. 

We offered it last month as an 
amendment to the Labor-HHS appro
priations bill and it again passed over
whelmingly. Mr. Chairman, here we are 
again with an independent, stand alone 
bill, which I think reflects enormous 
bipartisan support, the very hard work 
of Republican freshmen and the gen
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO], and 
the Cammi ttee on Rules. It is also the 
product of some very hard work by 
many on this side of the aisle. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer my enthusias
tic support and I hope that a few min
utes from now we will make this bill 
even better with the adoption of the 
amendment the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM] and I will offer. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes . to the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY], my 
colleague who is the chairman of the 
Republican effort in this matter and 
has done a magnificent job. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, we came 
to Congress, and the freshman class 
has been mentioned many times on the 
floor. Much to my chagrin, one of the 
programs that I cut out of the budget, 
a wasteful program, $25 million, I 
excitedly ran out of the room and I 
said, "I have had a victory. I saved the 
taxpayers $25 million," only to find out 
the next day that an amendment was 
offered to take the entire savings and 
move it to another governmental pro
gram. 

Lo and behold, the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] came up to me and 
said, 

Mark, I have just the fix for this dilemma 
that we are facing in the U.S . Congress. It is 
a savings account. It is like a Christmas 
Club account that the families save toward 
to provide for funds for much-needed 
projects. 

Mr. Chairman, the lockbox account is 
a historic effort to make Government 
accountable for its spending and to put 
money aside and bring down the defi
cit. Some suggested today that we are 
unnecessarily focusing on the deficit of 
this Nation. It is our No. 1 problem. 

Mr. Chairman, we are spending more 
than we have. We are charging money 
to a charge account that the banks 
have canceled. We are in debt up to our 
ears and that debt is costing us 15 per
cent of our national budget just to pay 
interest alone on the debt. 

Let me put it in plain, simple terms. 
The lockbox will reduce the deficit. It 
will reduce the cost of interest to the 
consumer. One example: A 1-percent re
duction in the interest rate on a $75,000 
loan on a single family home, a 1-per
cent reduction will provide $750 a year 
in saving, $65 a month. 

The Deficit Reduction Lock-box Act 
will allow us, over time, to reduce the 
Federal Government's appetite for debt 
and bring about fiscal sanity in this 
Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I conclude and thank 
the Democratic side of the aisle for 
their help on this issue, and particu
larly the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAPO], the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss]. and the Committee on 
Rules, for their leadership in bringing 
this to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a historic day 
and I urge every colleague to support 
this viable initiative. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman. I believe that the 
lockbox bill is a security key for our 
children. It is a security key for our 
grandchildren. With the passage of the 
lockbox bill, and its signing into law I 
hope sometime this year, we are going 
to be saying to our children and grand
children this Congress is going to be 
more fiscally responsible. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the con
sequence of this bill is that it will re-

sult in the reduction of the deficit. If 
we do not deal with that serious prob-:
lem, we will put a load on our children 
and grandchildren out from under 
which they cannot climb. 

This bill will have the advantage of 
cutting pork-barrel spending. What has 
happened on so many occasions is that 
Democrats and Republicans come to 
the floor of this House in the light of 
day and cast a tough vote to cut spend
ing programs, and then late at night, 
behind some closed door in a Commit
tee on Appropriations hearing some
where with very few people watching, 
the appropriators in the House or the 
Senate might add the same amount of 
spending back into the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, that is a poor way to 
do the public's business. This lockbox 
bill will not only result in more fis
cally sound decisions; it will result in 
those decisions being made in the light 
of day. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] and others on 
the majority side. This is a true exam
ple of this Congress working in biparti
san fashion to come up with a bill that 
makes common sense and a bill that is 
fiscally responsible. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to pay special 
tribute to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. HARMAN] who worked on 
this bill over the last several years, at 
a time when very few people were pay
ing attention to it, when others wanted 
to put it on the shelf. She never gave 
up and the gentlewoman from Califor
nia deserves credit from both sides of 
the aisle for her effort on this. I hope 
we can apply the concept of this legis
lation to spending in ou.tyears as well. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I hope the 
American people will find out about 
this commonsense measure being 
passed today. The fact that we are not 
having a bipartisan fight on the floor 
will probably cause many people, our 
friends in the press, not to pay atten
tion to this bill. This is a very signifi
cant piece of legislation. I hope the 
American people will find out about it 
and I commend the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss] and the bipartisan 
effort. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman both for yielding and for 
being the manager of this very impor
tant piece of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] and 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
HARMAN] who worked so very hard on 
this. They have done an extraordinary 
job. 

Mr. Chairman, budgeting in the U.S. 
Government is the most complex pro
cedure I have ever dealt with in my 
life. With a family budget, we sit down 
and look at our checkbook. With a cor
porate budget, generally there is a 
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committee that does it. And in State, 
city, or country government, there is 
one committee that does the appropria
tions and sets the basic budget tone 
and then it is reviewed and signed or 
not signed. 

Here in Washington, we deal with 
budget resolutions done by one com
mittee, appropriations bills done by 13 
subcommittees, appropriations bills, 
reconciliations, raising the debt ceiling 
of the United States of America, maybe 
a continuing resolution. It has taken 
me the 2112 years that I have been here 
just to begin to comprehend what it is 
we are doing with it. 

Mr. Chairman, how is it for the pub
lic? All they know is that we have a 
$4.95 trillion debt, that we have a defi
cit every year, and they keep saying to 
me, and all of us, I am sure, "Why 
can't you all balance the budget?" 

I think we are honestly making an 
effort. We have, in the last 21/2 years in 
this House, passed a balanced budget 
amendment; we have passed a line-item 
veto, so that the President can get in
volved in the process on a line-item 
basis; we have eliminated the baseline 
budgeting, so that we look at the budg
et from the year before and calculate 
our budgets from that; and now, we 
have the lockbox concept. 

Mr. Chairman, it is complicated and 
sort of a complicated name, but it is so 
doggone simple in what it does. That 
is, when you cut something from an ap
propriations bill on this floor from now 
on, it is going to stay cut and will not 
be added some place else, either in that 
appropriation or some other appropria
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that is pretty 
straightforward when it comes right 
down to it. For that reason, I rise in 
strong support of this legislation as 
part of the overall package, which I be
lieve we need to make our procedures 
simpler, to make them plainer, so that 
we as Members know exactly what we 
are doing and so the public can recog
nize what we are doing. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope we can all sup4 

port this legislation. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. STEARNS]. my friends and col
league, one of the well-known deficit 
hawks of this institution. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I fully 
endorse the concept of a lockbox and 
believe this is a good first step toward 
fulfilling our pledge to the American 
people. We made a promise that we will 
spare future generations from being 
asked to bear the brunt of paying for 
our follies. 

When I heard the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. HARMAN] talk, and the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] 
talk, I thought to myself, they would 
be interested to know that even Thom
as Jefferson supported the lockbox. So 
I went back in to his writings and I 
have a quote for my colleagues. 

Mr. Chairman, it says, 
I am for a government rigorously frugal 

and simple, applying all the possible savings 
of the public revenue to the discharge of the 
national debt; and not for a multiplication of 
offices and salaries merely to make par
tisans, that is, just pass something to get 
votes, and for increasing by every device the 
public debt on the principle of it being a pub
lic blessing. 

In effect, when he was talking about 
ridding the national debt by taking 
possible savings, he was actually talk
ing about a lockbox. My colleagues 
probably did not know that, but I 
thought I would share that with them. 

Mr. Chairman, obviously I am in 
favor of this concept, and if we are 
truly committed to turning our Na
tion's economy around, we must not 
falter in this regard. I am a cosponsor 
of this bill and proud to speak in its be
half. 

Mr. Chairman, let us heed the words 
of Thomas Jefferson and vote to pro
tect the public interest and make the 
lockbox permanent. 

D 1430 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROYCE]. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
point out to the Members of this body 
that if this bill had been law last year, 
we would have saved $659 million that 
would have gone to deficit reduction. 
That is the sum that we actually 
passed in cuts, and yet later we found 
that those cuts, those savings, were re
allocated for additional spending pro
grams in this House. 

When I think about the fact, and I 
have spoken about the $200 billion 
chronic deficits that we are running in 
this Government, when I think about 
the fact that last year we had $100 mil
lion in the ASRM program that we 
thought we had cut on this floor, and 
yet we found out subsequently that 
that money was reallocated for addi
tional spending, when I think about 
the fact that it is really the will of the 
majority of this House, when the ma
jority votes on this floor, to cut spend
ing, and then to see that will of the 
majority overturned, overturned by 
having that money reallocated, I say 
let us let the will of the majority be 
done. Let us let the cuts be carried out. 

I am excited about the reform move
ment in this Congress. I think people 
have told us, "No more politics as 
usual. " I think that people have made 
the point to us that this change, these 
changes that we are implementing in 
public policy really represent for us a 
keeping faith with the expectations of 
the American people, that we are going 
to keep out commitments. We are 
going to basically keep our credibility 
with that public and that we are going 
to say to that public, when we say we 
are cutting spending, we mean we are 
cutting spending; we mean that we are 
actually going to implement that and 

make certain those cuts go right to the 
bottom line. 

Last, I will share with you my final 
thought on this subject, and that is 
that the most important thing we to do 
here is deficit reduction, and this re
form, this governmental reform that 
we are implementing today, will allow 
us to better implement our policy to 
reduce that Federal budget deficit, and 
that is the final reason we should vote 
for this reform. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I have one 
further speaker who will close for our 
side. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, we have 
no additional speakers on our side. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of our time, 3112 minutes, to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
said for a long time that we need struc
tural reforms if we are ever going to 
balance this budget. This bill does 
that. 

As people around the country watch 
on C-SPAN, and they probably writhe 
and cheer when this body has the guts 
to make some cuts along the way, what 
they forget along those lines is that 
when that bill goes to the other body 
months later, if we have been success
ful in making those cuts, the other 
body just sort of backfills. 

I am going to give you an example. 
Last week we had the vote on the B-2 
bomber on the appropriation spending 
bill for defense. I voted against it. I 
voted against it because I did not think 
that we could afford it, and had we 
been successful, we were not, but had 
we been successful, I would have want
ed that money, and the reason I voted 
"no" in the first place was to lower our 
deficit so that the other body would 
not have been able to take that money 
and use it for something else. 

I am a fiscal conservative, and 
whether it is the line item veto or 
changing the budget process to work, 
we have got to make this institution 
aware that when we cut spending here, 
we cannot allow the other body to sim
ply raise it, and when they cut spend
ing there, they should not be in the 
same shoes on this side to take the 
money that they might cut and add it 
to something else. 

This idea, the lockbox, with strong 
bipartisan support, and it has been that 
way from the very onset, does exactly 
what we say we are going to do. When 
we cut spending, the money goes to re
duce the deficit. It does not go for 
something else, and that is the reason 
that I rise and join so many of my col
leagues here this afternoon in support 
of this legislation. This is real reform. 
It is structural reform. It is going to 
work, and it is about time that we 
passed it here and get the other body 
to do the same. 

I just would encourage my col
leagues, all of them, to support this 
legislation because it really does some
thing about spending cuts, and that is 
what it is all about. 
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
As I mentioned previously, I support 

the legislation. I do. There are several 
amendments that will be offered short
ly. I intend to offer one. The gentle
woman from California [Ms. HARMAN] 
intends to offer one. We will be discuss
ing those very soon. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the bipartisan deficit lockbox legislation, 
H.R. 1162. 

However, it is unfortunate that H.R. 1162 
was not brought before the House of Rep
resentatives prior to consideration of this 
year's spending bills. Regrettably, this means 
that many of the cuts I voted for this year are 
not guaranteed to help reduce the deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1162 is all about the 
truth. When Members vote to cut an unworthy 
project and do not redirect those scarce re
sources elsewhere, our constituents expect 
that money to go toward reducing the deficit. 

Unfortunately, that is not the way the sys
tem works now, but with the passage of H.R. 
1162 that will change. Now when the project 
is cut, those savings will lower the total sum 
of funds available and the deficit should be re
duced by a commensurate amount. 

I am pleased to support this truth in budget
ing legislation, and I urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to vote for H.R. 1162. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 1162, the Deficit Re
duction Lock-Box Act. I am an original cospon
sor of this legislation and I have appreciated 
working with the bipartisan group bringing the 
bill to the floor today. 

It should be recognized that we really start
ed getting serious about deficit reduction with 
the 1993 budget agreement. Early that year, 
the President asked Members of Congress to 
the White House to brainstorm on just how we 
should approach our fiscal challenges. I met 
with the President on February 15, 1993, and 
at that time suggested to him the idea of a 
deficit reduction trust fund, which would help 
account for the money being saved through 
the budget process. 

I told the President that the American peo
ple are willing to make the hard choices on 
taxes, program cuts and budget priorities if 
they know that the ultimate result is deficit re
duction. What makes people unhappy is when 
they pay their fair share, services are reduced, 
non-priority items are funded and the deficit 
continues to rise. 

This is a meaningful response to the con
cern. The lock-box helps us make sure a cut 
is a cut and that a zero is a zero. I am 
pleased to see the House taking this step to
ward fiscal responsibility and thank the Mem
bers of both sides of the aisle who helped 
make it happen. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the measure before us today, H.R. 
1162, the Deficit Reduction Lock Box Act of 
1995. 

The lock box legislation is a commonsense, 
bipartisan effort that should have been one of 
the first accomplishments of this Congress. 

As a new Member of this body committed to 
supporting serious efforts to cut annual Fed-

eral spending and to reduce the national debt, 
the lock box approach is long overdue. While 
I am pleased that this bill enjoys broad biparti
san support, I am hopeful that next year's ap
propriations process will have a lock box for 
real deficit reduction in place. 

I commend the bipartisan coalition of Re
publicans and Democrats who worked tire
lessly to ensure consideration of H.R. 1162. 

I have held 42 listening sessions in my dis
trict so far this year and my constituents over
whelmingly believe that the first priority of their 
elected leaders in Washington should be to 
get our country's fiscal house in order. They 
frankly cannot understand the current ap
proach which allows a cut in spending to sim
ply be spent elsewhere in the respective ap
propriation bills. With the budget situation fac
ing our country, I likewise do not understand 
this approach, and I believe it's time to make 
a change. 

Now, with the lock box contained in H.R. 
1162, this shell game will cease to exist: Sav
ings from budget cuts will be set aside for def
icit reduction. Most elected officials talk the 
talk of changing business as ususal-this leg
islation allows us to walk-the-walk and show 
the American people that we are committed to 
deficit reduction. 

Mr. Speaker, in my first 8112 months in Con
gress. I have worked with many Republicans 
and Democrats on amendments that cut un
necessary or wasteful Federal Government 
spending. Now, our efforts will be rewarded 
with real deficit reduction. I look forward to our 
continued efforts. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All the time for 
general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute printed in the bill is considered 
as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment and is considered read. 

The text of the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

H.R. 1162 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled , 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Deficit Re
duction Lock box Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2. DEFICIT REDUCTION LOCK-BOX AC

COUNT. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF ACCOUNT.- Title III 

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

" DEFICIT REDUCTION LOCK-BOX ACCOUNT 
" SEC. 314. (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF Ac

COUNT.-There is established in the Congres
sional Budget Office an account to be known 
as the 'Deficit Reduction Lock-box Account ' . 
The Account shall be divided into sub
accounts corresponding to the subcommit
tees of the Committees on Appropriations. 
Each subaccount shall consist of three en
tries: the 'House Lock-box Balance ' ; the 
'Senate Look-box Bal'a.nce'; and the 'Joint 
House-Senate-L.ock-box Balance'. 

" (b) CONTENTS OF ACCOUNT.- Each entry in 
a subaccount shall consist only of amounts 
credited to. it under subsection (c). No entry 
of a negative amount shall be made . 

"(c) CREDIT OF AMOUNTS TO ACCOUNT.-(1) 
The Director of the Congressional Budget Of
fice (hereinafter in this section referred to as 
the 'Director' ) shall, upon the engrossment 
of any appropriation bill by the House of 
Representatives and upon the engrossment 
of that bill by the Senate, credit to the ap
plicable subaccount balance of that House 
amounts of new budget authority and out
lays equal to the net amounts of reductions 
in new budget authority and in outlays re
sulting from amendments agreed to by that 
House to that bill. 

"(2) The Director shall , upon the engross
ment of Senate amendments to any appro
priation bill, credit to the applicable Joint 
House-Senate Lock-box Balance the amounts 
of new ba.dget authority and outlays equal 
to-

"(A) an amount equal to one-half of the 
sum of (i) the amount of new budget author
ity in the House Lock-box Balance plus (ii) 
the amount of new budget authority in the 
Senate Lock-box Balance for that bill; and 

"(B) an amount equal to one-half of the 
sum of (i) the amount of outlays in the 
House Lock-box Balance plus (ii) the amount 
of outlays in the Senate Lock-box Balance 
for that bill, 
under section 314(c), as calculated by the Di
rector of the Congressional Budget Office. 

"(d) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term 'appropriation bill' means any gen
eral or special appropriation bill, and any 
bill or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions through the end of a fiscal year." . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents set forth in section l(b) of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 313 the following 
new item: 
" Sec. 314. Deficit reduction lock-box ac

count." 
SEC. 3. TALLY DURING HOUSE CONSIDERATION. 

There shall be available to Members in the 
House of Representatives during consider
ation of any appropriations bill by the House 
a running tally of the amendments adopted 
reflecting increases and decreases of budget 
authority in the bill as reported. 
SEC. 4. DOWNWARD ADJUSTMENT OF 602(a) ALLO

CATIONS AND SECTION 602(b) SUB
ALLOCATIONS. 

(a) ALLOCATIONS.- Section 602(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

" (5) Upon the engrossment of Senate 
amendments to any appropriation bill (as de
fined in section 314(d)) for a fiscal year, the 
amounts allocated under paragraph (1) or (2) 
to the Committee on Appropriations of each 
House upon the adoption of the most recent 
concurrent resolution on the budget for that 
fiscal year shall be adjusted downward by 
the amounts credited to the applicable Joint 
House-Senate Lockbox Balance under sec
tion 314(c)(2), as calculated by the Director 
of the Congressional Budget Office, and the 
revised levels of budget authority and out
lays shall be submitted to each House by the 
chairman of the Committee on the Budget of 
that House and shall be printed in the Con
gressional Record ." . 

(b) SUBALLOCATIONS.-Section 602(b)(l) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: " Whenever an adjustment is 
made under subsection (a)(5) to an allocation 
under that subsection , the Director of the 
Congressional Budget Office shall make 
downward adjustments in the most recent 
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suballocations of new budget authority and 
outlays under subparagraph (A) to the appro
priate subcommittees of that committee in 
the total amounts of those adjustments 
under section 314(c)(2). The revised sub
ailocations shall be submitted to each House 
by the chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations of that House and shall be printed 
in the Congressional Record.". 
SEC. 5. PERIODIC REPORTING OF ACCOUNT 

STATEMENTS. 
Section 308(b)(l) of the Congressional 

Budget Act of 1974 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new sentence: "Such 
reports shall also include an up-to-date tab
ulation of the amounts contained in the ac
count and each subaccount established by 
section 314(a).". 
SEC. 6. DOWNWARD ADJUSTMENT OF DISCRE· 

TIONARY SPENDING LIMITS. 
The discretionary spending limit for new 

budget authority for any fiscal year set forth 
in section 601(a)(2) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as adjusted in strict con
formance with section 251 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, shall be reduced by the amount of the 
adjustment to the section 602(a) allocations 
made under section 602(a)(5) of the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974, as calculated by 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget. The adjusted discretionary 
spending limit for outlays for that fiscal 
year, as set forth in such section 601(a)(2), 
shall be reduced as a result of the reduction 
of such budget authority, as calculated by 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget based upon programmatic and 
other assumptions set forth in the joint ex
planatory statement of managers accom
panying the conference report on that bill. 
Reductions (if any) shall occur upon the en
actment of all regular appropriation bills for 
a fiscal year or a resolution making continu
ing appropriations through the end of that 
fiscal year. This adjustment shall be re
flected in reports under sections 254(g) and 
254(h) of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-This Act shall apply to 
all appropriation bills making appropria
tions for fiscal year 1996 or any subsequent 
fiscal year. 

(b) FY96 APPLICATION.-In the case of any 
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1996 en
grossed by the House of Representatives 
after the date this bill was engrossed by the 
House of Representatives after the date this 
bill was engrossed by the House of Rep
resen ta ti ves and before the date of enact
ment of this bill, the Director of the Con
gressional Budget Office, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, and the 
Committees on Appropriations and the Com
mittees on the Budget of the House of Rep
resentatives and of the Senate shall, within 
10 calendar days after that date of enact
ment of this Act, carry out the duties re
quired by this Act and amendme."\ts made by 
it that occur after the date this Act was en
grossed by the House of Representatives. 

(C) FY96 ALLOCATIONS.- The duties of the 
Director of the Congressional Budget Office 
and of the Committees on Budget and on Ap
propriations of the House of Representatives 
pursuant to this Act and the amendments 
made by it regarding appropriation bills for 
fiscal year 1996 shall be based upon the re
vised section 602(a) allocations in effect on 
the date this Act was engrossed by the House 
of Representatives. 

(d) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term "appropriation bill" means any 

general or special appropriation bill, and any 
bill or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions through the end of a fiscal year. 

Amend the title so as to read: "A bill to es
tablish procedures to provide for a deficit re
duction lock-box and related downward ad
justment of discretionary spending limits.". 

The CHAIRMAN. During consider
ation of the bill for amendment, the 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole may accord priority in recogni
tion to a Member offering an amend
ment that .has been printed in the des
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. Those amendments will be 
considered read. 

Are there any amendments to the 
bill? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSS 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment, amendment No. 2, printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Goss: Page 2, 
line 6, strike "ACCOUNT" and insert 
"LEDGER". 

Page 2, line 7, strike "ESTABLISHMENT OF 
ACCOUNT" and insert "LEDGER". 

Page 2, line 10, strike "ACCOUNT" and in
sert "LEDGER". 

Page 2, line 11, strike "ESTABLISHMENT OF 
ACCOUNT" and insert "LEDGER". 

Page 2, lines 11 and 12, strike "There" and 
all that follows through "Account," on line 
13, and insert the following: "The Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office (hereinafter 
in this section referred to as the 'Director') 
shall maintain a ledger to be known as the 
'Deficit Reduction Lock-box Ledger'.". 

Page 2, line 14, strike "Account" and insert 
"Ledger" and strike "subaccounts" and in
sert "entries". 

Page 2, line 16, strike "subaccount" and in
sert "entry" and strike "entries" and insert 
"parts". 

Page 3, strike lines 1 through 3 and insert 
the following: 

"(b) COMPONENTS OF LEDGER.-Each com
ponent in an entry shall consist only of 
amounts credited to it under subsection (c). 
No entry of a negative amount shall be 
made. 

Page 3, line 4, strike "ACCOUNT" and insert 
"LEDGER". 

Page 3, lines 5 and 6, strike "of the Con
gressional Budget Office (hereinafter in this 
section referred to as the 'Director')". 

Page 3, line 9, strike "subaccount" and in
sert "entry". 

Page 4, line 2, strike the comma and insert 
a period and strike lines 3 and 4. 

Page 4, before line 5, add the following new 
paragraph: 

"(3) CALCULATION OF LOCK-BOX SAVINGS IN 
SENATE.-For purposes of calculating under 
this section the net amounts of reductions in 
new budget authority and in outlays result
ing from amendments agreed to by the Sen
ate on an appropriation bill, the amend~ 
ments reported to the Senate by its Commit
tee on Appropriations shall be considered to 
be part of the original text of the bill. 

Page 4• between lines 13 and 14, strike "ac
count" and insert "ledger". 

Page 5, lines 9 and 10, strike ", as cal
culated by the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, and" and insert a period, and 
on line 11 strike "the" and insert "The". 

Page 5, line 19, strike "Director of the Con
gressional Budget Office" and insert "chair
man of the Committee on Appropriations of 
each House". 

Page 6, line 3, strike "ACCOUNT" and in
sert "LEDGER". 

Page 6, line 7, strike "account" and insert 
"ledger", and on line 8, strike "subaccount" 
and insert "entry". 

Page 6, strike line 9 and all that follows 
through page 7, line 7, and insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 6. DOWNWARD ADJUSTMENT OF DISCRE

TIONARY SPENDING LIMITS. 
The discretionary spending limits for new 

budget authority and outlays for any fiscal 
year set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as adjusted in 
strict conformance with section 251 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, shall be reduced by the 
amounts set forth in the final regular appro
priation bill for that fiscal year or joint reso
lution making continuing appropriations 
through the end of that fiscal year. Those 
amounts shall be the sums of the Joint 
House-Senate Lock-box Balances for that fis
cal year, as calculated under section 602(a)(5) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That 
bill or joint resolution shall contain the fol
lowing statement of law: "As required by 
section 6 of the Deficit Reduction Lock-box 
Act of 1995, for fiscal year [insert appropriate 
fiscal year], the adjusted discretionary 
spending limit for new budget authority 
shall be reduced by S [insert appropriate 
amount of reduction] and the adjusted dis
cretionary limit for outlays shall be reduced 
by S [insert appropriate amount of reduc
tion]." Notwithstanding section 904(c) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, section 306 
of that Act as it applies to this statement 
shall be waived. This adjustment shall be re
flected in reports under sections 254(g) and 
254(h) of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

Page 7, lines 14 and 15, strike "the date 
this bill was engrossed by the House of Rep
resentatives" and insert "August 4, 1995". 

Page 8, lines 5 and 6, strike "the date this 
bill was engrossed by the House of Rep
resentatives" and insert "August 4, 1995". 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I will brief
ly explain this amendment, which is 
somewhat technical. It is primarily a 
managers' amendment. I know there is 
some concern about time on the other 
side to get on with some of the amend
ments which we need to do. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a manager's 
amendment primarily a series of tech
nical changes to the bill reflecting doz
ens of hours of careful consultation 
with budget process experts, the var
ious committees with interest and ju
risdiction, and lockbox advocates. In 
making these technical changes we are 
clarifying the effect of lockbox, ensur
ing that we are in conformity with the 
Budget Act, addressing a potential 
vagueness in the language vis-a-vis the 
other body and fixing a potential c0n
stitutional problem with the require
ment for lowering the statutory spend
ing caps. Among the modifications we 
are making, is a change of the lan
guage of lockbox from "accounts" and 
"subaccounts" to "ledger" and "en
tries." The reason for this is to be as 
clear as possible about the accounting 
or scorekeeping function assigned to 
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CBO in this process. We have also made 
sure that all the various tasks assigned 
in this bill are properly assigned to re
flect the requirements of the Budget 
Act. In addition, we have added lan
guage to make clear that when we refer 
to "Senate amendments" to appropria
tions bills we mean amendments adopt
ed on the floor of the other body. In ad
dition, some legal experts raised a con
cern about whether the language in 
this bill might have constitutional 
problems in the sense that it keys the 
statutory lowering of the discretionary 
caps by OMB to a provision that is not 
yet in law. In order to make absolutely 
sure that we do not run afoul of the 
constitution, this amendment would 
modify that section of the bill to re
quire that the final appropriations 
bill-or CR-for a given fiscal year 
must include a statement telling OMB 
to reduce the caps by the amount of 
the total of all the joint House-Senate 
lockboxes through that budget cycle. 
Finally, this amendment ensures that 
the House is held accountable for 
lockbox to the date on which we first 
adopted it-when we passed the fiscal 
year 1996 Labor/HHS Appropriations 
bill on August 4, 1995, in which we in
cluded a Crapo lockbox amendment. I 
would like to thank the Budget Com
mittee and the Appropriations CMTE 
for help in crafting this technical man
ager's amendment and I urge its pas
sage. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FROST TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSS 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FROST to the 

amendment offered by Mr. Goss: Amend the 
instruction relating to page 7, line 14, to read 
as follows : 

Page 7, beginning on line 14, strike " after 
the date this bill was engrossed by the House 
of Re pre sen ta ti ves and' ' . 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, many of 
us have supported lockbox because we 
want to make real cu ts that will really 
reduce the deficit and assist our efforts 
to reach a balanced budget. However, 
as reported, this bill will not be appli
cable to 12 of the 13 fiscal year 1996 ap
propriations bills. 

I understand that my colleague from 
Florida, in the amendment that he has 
just discussed, is offering an amend
ment which will make this bill applica
ble to the labor-HHS and Department 
of Defense appropriations, but I think 
we should go all the way and cover 
every one of the 13 bills in this exer
cise. The DOD appropriation was re
duced by $121 million, and those sav
ings will be counted toward deficit re
duction. If we can count those savings, 
why can we not count others? 

Mr. Chairman, let me give you a few 
specific examples of savings that have 
been made in the other 10 bills. We cut 
$20 million from the global environ
mental fund and $14 million from OPIC 

when we considered the foreign oper
ations appropriation. We cut $65.8 mil
lion from the Treasury, Postal appro
priation by reducing the funds for of
fices of the Food and Drug Administra
tion. The energy and water appropria
tion was reduced $20 million by cutting 
the gas turbine modular helium reac
tor. Interior was reduced $5 million 
when we agreed to cut fossil energy re
search. In total, Mr. Chairman, the 
House has agreed to reduce discre
tionary spending by over $240 million, 
which, in anyone's calculation, 
amounts to real money. 

Mr. Chairman, the question has aris
en about what happens if money saved 
from one bill has subsequently been 
spent in another. I know the Commit
tee on Appropriations believes this 
amendment will hamper its ability to 
negotiate with their Senate counter
parts. I know Members will say funds 
have already been reallocated to pro
grams that really matter to their dis
tricts. But is it the answer really that 
we have had to make hard choices? We 
have made them, and in order to get 
credit for them, they have to be real. 

Mr. Chairman, if we apply lockbox 
retroactively, then maybe some of 
these cuts we have made will be real. 
That is what this Member intends 
when voting to cut, and I am sure that 
intention is shared by every other 
Member of this body. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman I think that the sub
ject of retroactivity has been greatly 
debated in the process by all the play
ers, and I recognize the sentiment that 
their distinguished gentleman from 
Texas in laying out. It is one that we 
all had when we started this process. It 
is something we hoped we could 
achieve. 

The reality of the circumstances is, 
as we got into this thing and worked it 
all out, and it was complicated, as we 
see it, is that we had to draw a starting 
line somewhere, and we felt that the 
fair way to do it was to pick the day 
when the House spoke on it, and that 
is, in effect, what the managers' 
amendment, the underlying amend
ment to which this amendment applies, 
tries to do, and that date is August 4. 

In terms of retroactivity, that would 
mean presumably that the lockbox 
might affect for fiscal year 1996 Labor
HHS, Defense, and D.C., by my calcula
tions and that is, I use the word 
"might" advisedly, but I believe that is 
true. 

The problem with trying to go back 
before that is we were operating very 
much under different rules and there 
was no notice to the appropriators, and 
I think that is a question of fair play, 
a question certainly we did not want to 
take away unnecessarily flexibility 
from the appropriators, but a practical 
reality that money has been repro
grammed and put into the process. 

We as Members of this House have 
voted on that process during the move
ment of those other appropriations 
bills that happened before August 4. So 
I think it is extremely impractical, no 
matter how we feel about the general 
principle which the gentleman from 
Texas has espoused, it is impractical to 
get there. 

So I am afraid I have to urge opposi
tion to the amendment. I do not know 
how we can go back and capture what 
is not there, especially when we put ev
erybody on notice on a certain date 
and we said that after this date we will 
operate under these new rules, and that 
is what my managers' amendment 
does. It says we are simply going to do 
that, and we are doing that, and I 
think that is living up to our word, our 
commitment. It is clearly what we put 
Members on notice on, and while I wish 
that we could do better, I do not think 
it is practical that we can, and I think 
it would deviate a little bit from what 
we promised the Members of this House 
if we passed the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas. I do not 
wish to do that. 

I urge, therefore, that we oppose it 
and defeat it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. FROST], he is a very valu
able Member of the so-called opposi
tion party, the loyal opposition, on the 
Committee on Rules, and I have great 
respect for him. 

But his amendment, I would have 
preferred to pass this lockbox right out 
of the starting gate the first of the 
year and had it affect everything from 
then and into the future. 

D 1445 
Mr. Chairman, I am going to make 

the same argument with my good 
friend, the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. HARMAN], when she offers an 
amendment on the out years, but, as 
my colleagues know, this is a con
troversial issue. My colleagues heard 
my next-door colleague, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. HINCHEY], stand up 
and say we are spending a trillion dol
lars too little in this Congress and that 
we have got to build all these roads, 
and bridges, and infrastructure. Well, 
the truth of the matter is, my col
leagues, we have a serious problem in 
this country. It is called a deficit that 
is ruining us in this country. It is turn
ing us into a debtor nation, and there 
is nothing more uncompassionate than 
taking away the future of our children 
and grandchildren. 

Now I take a back seat to nobody on 
deficit reduction. Here is a bill I intro
duced back on June 22, 1995. It contains 
$890 billion, and that is not million, 
that is billion dollars, in cuts. It cuts 
just about everything. But it balances 
the budget in 5 years. That is how im
portant it is. 
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But I would just say to the gen

tleman that, as the gentleman knows, 
Ronald Reagan, and I mentioned his 
name earlier, taught me something a 
long time ago. And that is, we cannot 
always have it our own way, we have to 
compromise. It is always a two-way 
street, and that is what we have done 
with this legislation. We had many of 
the appropriators dead set against this 
legislation, the same thing over in the 
other body, because they do not want 
to be hamstrung in spending, spending, 
spending. 

Well, this is a compromise. It is a 
good compromise. It is a compromise 
that is going to get, I think, the over
whelming majority in this vote. That 
is why I would urge my colleagues to 
reject this amendment and any other 
amendments to this bill, because it is a 
consensus that has been worked out 
with both the Democrats and Repub
licans, the liberals and conservatives. 
it is a bill that is acceptable, and that 
is why my colleagues should vote 
against my good friend's amendment 
and vote for this bill on final passage. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST] to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 204, noes 221, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Chabot 
Chapman 
Christensen 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 

[Roll No. 656) 
AYES-204 

Coyne 
Cramer 
Cremeans 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Horn 
Inglis 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 

LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Neal 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 

Abercrombie 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 

Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Scarborough 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shad egg 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 

NOES-221 

Farr 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
ls took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 

Smith (Ml) 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Weller 
Williams 
Wise 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Zimmer 

Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Longley 
Lucas 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 

Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Tate 

Moakley 
Mollohan 
Reynolds 

Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 

NOT VOTING-9 

Sisisky 
Thornton 
Tucker 

D 1508 

Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

Volkmer 
Wilson 
Zeliff 

Messrs. NEUMANN, FRANK of Mas
sachusetts, FARR, RIGGS, and RA
HALL changed their vote from "aye" 
to "no." 

Messrs. CREMEANS, TOWNS, 
SHADEGG, and ROYCE, and Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. HARMAN TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSS 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. HARMAN to the 

amendment offered by Mr. Goss: 
In the matter proposed to be inserted by 

the amendment as a new section 6, in the 
third sentence-

(1) insert "and each outyear" after "[insert 
appropriate fiscal year]"; and 

(2) insert "for the budget year and each 
outyear" after "insert appropriate amount 
of reduction" the second place it appears. 

Ms. HARMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 

standing here as close as I possibly can 
to the center aisle to signify the point 
that there is bipartisan support for the 
legislation that we are considering. 

Mr. Chairman, just a moment ago we 
saw here in the well of the House, Eliz
abeth Waldholtz, our newest daughter. 
I would like to say, as a mother of four, 
how happy I am that a new life has just 
joined us. 

I want to compliment my friend, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] for 
his leadership on the lockbox legisla
tion and for his help in bringing the 
bill to the floor as a freestanding bill, 
as well as an amendment to the Labor
HHS appropriations bill. The gen
tleman from Florida and I both believe 
that the lockbox approach is a critical 
step in that long and winding road to a 
balanced budget. 

Mr. Chairman, we can do even better. 
This amendment pairs the mother of 
lockbox with the father of the balanced 
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budget constitutional amendment. Our 
amendment will improve the current 
bill and allow us to capture outyear 
savings that result from successful 
floor amendments cutting appropria
tions. True deficit hawks should sup
port this amendment, as do the Na
tional Taxpayers Union and the Con
cord Coalition. Let me repeat . The Na
tional Taxpayers Union and the Con
cord Coalition support this amend
ment. Indeed, earlier in the debate, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] 
made the point that Thomas Jefferson 
supports this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, the Harman-Stenholm 
amendment is very simple. It ensures 
that spending cuts in a multiyear pro
gram result in a reduction in outyear 
discretionary spending caps, as well as 
the present year caps. 

D 1515 
Let me remind my colleagues that 

H.R. 1162 as originally introduced by 
the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] 
and myself, and now cosponsored by 80 
of our colleagues, contained provisions 
capturing outyear spending, exactly 
what this amendment would do. The 
Harman-Stenholm amendment restores 
the original Crapo-Harman language. 

Why do we need it? Well, here is the 
answer: If we are cutting personnel 
funds, 95 percent of those funds are 
spent in the first year. So we do not 
need this amendment for personnel 
cuts. But we need this amendment 
when we are cutting construction 
funds, military construction funds, for 
example, or multiyear procurement 
programs, which spend out slowly. 
Only a portion of the funds for those 
types of programs are spent in the first 
year. 

For example, if we voted on a $100 
million military construction program, 
it could be that only $6 million, or 6 
percent, is spent in the first year. So if 
we cut that program, or cut a court
house that would be valued at $100 mil
lion, we are really only applying $6 
million to the deficit unless we adopt 
the Harman-Stenholm bipartisan 
amendment. 

Similarly, with major weapons pro
curement programs, the first year's 
spendout is very small and the balloon 
comes later. So if we are serious about 
deficit reduction, and I think we are, 
certainly those of us who supported the 
balanced budget amendment in its var
ious forms are, we need to adopt this 
amendment so that not only is a cut a 
cut, but a cut is a full cut. 

Let me point out, Mr. Chairman, as I 
did before, that the original Crapo-Har
man bill as introduced contained this 
language. The Brewster amendment to 
the emergency supplemental bill which 
was passed earlier this year by 418 
votes to 5, contained this language. 
The more recent version of lockbox 
that we passed as an amendment to the 
Labor-HHS appropriations bill did not 

contain this language, but that was 
necessary as a concession at that time. 

Now we have a freestanding bill. Now 
we have the opportunity to restore the 
original language that 80 cosponsors of 
the Crapo bill support, that the Con
cord Coalition supports, that the Tax
payers Union support. Every single se
rious deficit hawk on both sides of the 
aisle ought to support this amendment 
in order to achieve the glidepath we all 
want to a balanced budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the 
Harman-Stenholm bipartisan amend
ment. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentlewoman 
from California knows, I admire her 
persistence and her wisdom and her 
leadership in trying to make the best 
possible piece of legislation we can out 
of the lockbox, and she certainly de
serves a great deal of credit for getting 
it this far down the track. 

We have been wrestling with this 
problem of the outyears, trying to find 
a way to make it work. We want to do 
it. We have not been able to find the 
exact language. We find there are seri
ous problems when we are talking with 
programs as opposed to dollars. Of 
course, we are reminded of the fact 
that we do our appropriations annu
ally, at least at this point. So we have 
felt that we had the opportunity to 
come in and do what the gentlewoman 
has proposed in a way that would work 
and is agreed upon by all the players. 

I would very much like to accommo
date the amendment, and we tried, as I 
said. My view is we should certainly 
not oppose what you are proposing, and 
I would be very happy to immediately 
say that I embrace it. Wonderfully, it 
is a great addition and welcome addi
tion if I felt we had the language 
worked out. 

So I am put in the position of trying 
to figure out can we get this thing 
sorted out and in conference and ac
cepted, as I would like to do, or do I 
point out there are procedural prob
lems with this, which means it is not a 
good idea at this time, until we get the 
pro bl ems all sorted out. Frankly, I am 
not sure we are going to ever get them 
entirely sorted out, because they are of 
such a nature, when you get into talk
ing about trying to deal with outyear 
implications for dollars rather than for 
programs, I do not know how you do 
that. Nobody does. 

So the other question we have to 
measure is the sentiment of the body. 
In my view, the sentiment of the body 
is we should try and go on ahead and 
try to work this thing out in con
ference. Therefore, I am going to ac
cept the proposed amendment to my 
amendment, with the understanding 
that we are going to have to work some 
things out in conference because we 
have not got the language yet. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I appre
ciate the constructive comments that 
the gentleman has just made. 

Mr. Chairman, I very much appre
ciate the gentleman's accepting this 
amendment, if I heard correctly. This, 
indeed, has been tricky to work out. 
Many of us have spent a lot of time on 
this amendment, on this concept. I 
would like to declare myself in addi
tion to mother of lockbox, a de facto 
member of the Committee on Rules, 
since I have spent hours and hours over 
there. But I also want to commend the 
gentleman from Florida, Mr. Goss, and 
to commend the gentleman from New 
York, Chairman SOLOMON, for really 
going the extra mile to make this 
work. I think that if we can get this 
perfected and if it can apply to the out 
years, we are doing more by this act to 
balance the budget than anything else 
we have done in this Congress. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just say that I concur with the feelings 
of the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss]. There are some procedural prob
lems, as I discussed with the gentle
woman earlier. I think that there may 
be a way to work it out, and if there is, 
certainly we would look forward to it. 
If I am one of the conferees, we will do 
what we can to try to work with you 
between now and the time we do go to 
conference to see if there is some way 
to perfect this language that will truly 
make it work. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I appre
ciate that. I pledge to work with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
conclude, as I am very close to this 
center aisle, that when we work in bi
partisan fashion on some of these very 
complicated but very important budget 
reforms, we make more progress. So I 
feel this has been a very excellent de
bate on the House floor. I know it is 
not over. My colleague, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], is waiting 
to speak. But I congratulate both gen
tleman for the enormous effort made, 
and also the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAPO], who is sitting quietly in 
the back there, for his leadership and 
his friendship. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, I want to thank Members for 
the bipartisan spirit in this. This is a 
complicated issue, as we have said. We 
are trying to do the right thing. I hope 
this is the right way to proceed. With 
the assurances we have from the gen
tleman that we will continue to work 
in a bipartisan effort, we will accept 
this and see how we can get it sorted 
out, at least as a placeholder in con
ferenc;:e, to get the best we can. 



September 13, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 24923 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I learned a long time 
ago when you have your amendment 
passed, you do not talk too much, so I 
will take all the persuasive arguments 
that I was going to use with the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], and insert them into the 
RECORD, and accept this in the spirit of 
bipartisan, something we have not seen 
nearly as much of over the last several 
months. But I hope this is a sign of bet
ter things to come. 

This is an idea that I have no doubts 
whatever can be worked out. All of the 
technical points that the gentleman 
from Florida has mentioned are very 
real, but they can be worked out in the 
spirit of cooperation that has been in
dicated today. 

Mr. Chairman, I will yield back the 
balance of my time and insert the per
suasive arguments that are no longer 
necessary into the RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the Rules 
Committee both for bringing H.R. 1162 to the 
floor with an open rule and for the committee's 
substantive, legislative activity on the bill. 

Like so many others who have spoken on 
the floor today, this is an issue I have spent 
many hours over the past several years work
ing towards and I am pleased to see this day 
finally come. My colleagues, MIKE CRAPO, 
JANE HARMAN, MIKE CASTLE, BILL BREWSTER, 
JOHN KASICH, CHET EDWARDS, and others 
have done a terrific job in leading this biparti
san effort and I want to thank them for that 
leadership. 

I intend to vote in support of final passage 
of this bill, not because I think it is a perfect 
bill, or even as strong a bill as we have had 
proposed over the past several years. But I 
support it in a spirit of legislative compromise 
which has been noticeably lacking in recent 
months. Contrary to much of the rhetoric 
which has been circulating, not so much 
around this issue but around some of the cur
rently relevant larger issues, I refuse to be
come part of the army which seems to think 
the political process can move forward without 
compromise. 

I would like to see this bill come a little clos
er to provisions included in the Kasich-Sten
holm-Penny common cents reform of last 
year. In my opinion, the ways in which this bill 
differs from that earlier proposal result in un
desirable consequences for the budget deficit. 
But I accept that other people had other ideas 
and so I am willing to continue as a foot sol
dier to improve the status quo, even if it's not 
everything I would like. I hope others might 
get the hang of that concept as the next few 
months proceed. 

I do intend to support final passage of this 
bill, but I also want to join in one more effort 
to improve what I believe is the most serious 
shortcoming of this bill before it leaves the 
House of Representatives. Therefore, I rise 
enthusiastically at this point to speak in behalf 
of the amendment by my colleague from Cali
fornia, my leader in this effort, JANE HARMAN. 
This amendment will ensure that the full effect 

of spending cuts on appropriations bills are 
locked into deficit reduction. 

H.R. 1162 as it is before us currently affects 
only allocations of spending and discretionary 
caps for the fiscal year covered by the appro
priations bill. Thus, the measure would not 
lock-in the outyear savings resulting from 
spending reduction amendments. 

At first blush, one might assume this criti
cism is worthy of little more than nitpicking 
from a budget nerd. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. For anyone whose support of 
this legislation is driven by concern about defi
cit reduction, which I assume is virtually every
one supporting this bill, this outyear factor is 
no small matter. In fact, we're talking about 
this bill cutting in half the potential deficit re
duction. 

On average, 48 percent of funds appro
priated in any year do not result in outlays 
until the second year or later. Therefore, in the 
rhetoric that has surrounded this concept from 
its beginning, this bill doesn't really guarantee 
that a cut is a cut. What it does is say that a 
cut is half a cut at best. 

I say it is half a cut at best because there 
is a split-the-difference formula in the base bill 
which says that the amount placed in the 
lockbox should be equal to one-half the sum 
of the amounts in the House lockbox and the 
Senate lockbox. If we assume that current 
trends will continue and the House will typi
cally cut more than the Senate, it means that 
the optimum deficit reduction will never be 
achieved. 

Putting that formula aside, however, I be
lieve that this outyear matter is of even greater 
importance. The Harman amendment will cap
ture all of the outyear savings for deficit reduc
tion. 

Because the Federal budget process is 
such a complicated one, I would like to give 
an example of what this outyear matter really 
means. Let's assume that this year the Con
gress appropriates $1 billion for a given high
way project. Because building a highway takes 
some time, the Department of Transportation 
may obligate only $100 million of the money 
during the next year. That doesn't mean that 
the project loses the other $900 million; it just 
means that money will be obligated in subse
quent years as the highway continues to be 
built. Eventually, that full $1 billion will be 
spent by the Federal Government on the high
way. 

Now, let's say that as part of an across-the
board cut, that highway appropriation was cut 
in the House by 5 percent. Does that mean 
that $50 million will be going to reduce the 
deficit? Absolutely not. It means that $5 mil
lion, or 5 percent of the first year's spending 
can go into the House's account. Of course 
even that amount might be reduced if the Sen
ate cuts less, but we won't get into that here. 

Clearly, if you are trying not only to maxi
mize the deficit reduction but also are trying to 
accomplish what the average citizen assumes 
you have done, you need to capture the out
year savings. In today's environment, I would 
say that the trusVcredibility aspect of following 
through on what we imply we are doing is just 
as important as the deficit reduction aspect of 
capturing the outyear savings. 

I believe that Ms. HARMAN has focused on 
an absolutely critical element of the bill with 

her amendment. I believe that anyone who 
cares about getting the biggest bang for our 
deficit-reduction buck, as well as anyone who 
is concerned about rebuilding public con
fidence in Congress, should support this 
amendment. I urge passage of the Harman 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from California [Ms. HARMAN] 
to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], as 
amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to the bill? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MEEK OF 
FLORIDA 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. This is not 
the same amendment that I filed in 
yesterday's RECORD. I was advised by 
the House Parliamentarian that this 
new version of the amendment is in 
order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. MEEK of Flor

ida: At the end, add the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 8. REQUIREMENT THAT SAVINGS ONLY BE 

USED TO REDUCE THE BUDGET DEF
ICIT. 

Reductions in outlays and reductions in 
discretionary spending limits specified in 
section 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 resulting from the implementa
tion of the Act shall be used only to reduce 
the budget deficit of the United States and 
shall not be used, directly or indirectly, to 
increase the budget deficit of the United 
States. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Florida? 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I object. I 
would like to hear the full amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The Clerk will read the amendment. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of 
the amendment. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, this amendment is a clarifying, 
technical amendment to the bill. It 
should not be controversial. 

My amendment would simply specify 
that all of the funds saved through 
lock-box spending reductions would be 
used for deficit reduction, and not for 
tax cuts. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the 
goal of reducing the Federal deficit, al
though I strongly disagree with how 
the Republican majority is attempting 
to achieve this goal. 

My amendment will insure that this 
bill actually does what it is advertised 
to do-cut the deficit. 
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The sponsors of this bill say that any 

cuts in a specific appropriations bill 
made on the floor of the House or the 
Senate should go only to deficit reduc
tion. 

But the actual text of the bill only 
says that the funds cut on the floor 
cannot be used for other appropriations 
bills. The reported bill does not actu
ally say that the cuts must be used for 
deficit reduction. 

Thus, the bill leaves open the possi
bility that the spending cuts could be 
used to pay for a tax cut. 

My amendment corrects this ambigu
ity and makes it clear that the cuts 
cannot be used to pay for a tax cut. 

Mr. Chairman, this House has strong
ly supported this approach in the past. 

The effect of my amendment is iden
tical to a provision of the Brewster 
lockbox amendment adopted by the 
House on March 15 of this year by a re
sounding vote of 418 to 5. 

Some may argue that my amendment 
is unnecessary because existing law 
prohibits using cuts in appropriations 
to pay for tax cuts. But this argument 
is a technical, legal one. It misses the 
point. 

This Congress is making many, many 
cuts in spending in the name of reduc
ing the deficit. It is therefore impor
tant for Congress to clearly affirm its 
intent-in this bill-that cuts in appro
priations cannot be used to pay for tax 
cuts. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that those 
who have already cut programs like 
Head Start, housing for low-income 
people, job training and similar pro
grams will try in the future to make 
additional cuts. 

I have opposed these cuts in pro
grams to help children, the poor, the 
sick, and the elderly, and I will con
tinue to oppose them in the future. 

But it would be rubbing salt in the 
wounds of the poor to have these cuts 
used to help pay for tax cu ts for the 
wealthy. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support my amendment. 

Let us make it clear to everyone that 
spending cuts can only be used to re
duce the deficit. 

what I came to this Congress for. We 
are here to cut taxes, and we are here 
to limit speeding. I would hope we 
would defeat the gentlewoman's 
amendment, as much as we happen to 
like her. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, we have not seen this 
amendment in this form until just a 
few minutes ago. I think the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 
characterized the concern we have over 
here about it. 

As one reads it, it seems harmless 
enough, but when we think of the im
plications of it, it gets into a situation 
where we have many missions as we go 
through our budget work. One of them 
certainly is to try to cut taxes, where 
we can, to reduce the tax burden on the 
American people. 

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid this is so 
broadly worded that it talks about 
steps that we might take with regard 
to the lockbox, which could be inter
preted to prohibit us from tax cuts in 
the same year with regard to discre
tionary funds. I understand what my 
colleague from Florida, I think, is try
ing to accomplish; to make sure that 
we basically take the savings that 
come out of the appropriations process 
and use them to reduce the deficit. And 
that is what this is all about, that is 
what the lockbox is all about. 

I am afraid this creates some uncer
tainties and goes beyond just a lockbox 
procedure and would tend to tie the 
hands of Members who would be inter
ested in tax cuts in the same fiscal 
year. 

That, I think, Mr. Chairman, is a se
rious, serious matter. So what I would 
urge so that the record is very clear, 
the testimony at the time we passed 
the lockbox, the Crapo amendment to 
the Labor, HHS, the testimony in the 
Committee on Rules, the testimony 
here today is all very, very clear. It 
says that the purpose of the lockbox is 
to capture those savings, and we intend 
to capture those savings. 

To go further than that and say we 
also will not cut taxes, I think, goes 
well beyond, frankly, the scope of what 
we are talking about and does cause 

D l530 some complication with regard to the 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I original intent, which is the lockbox, 

move to strike the last word. which is to capture the savings. 
Mr. Chairman, at the outset of this Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

debate I said when I came here 17 years gentleman yield? 
ago I came here for the purpose of try- Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
ing to stop the defense budget of this from California. 
country from becoming totally inad- Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
equate and to do everything I could to my friend for yielding to me, and I 
make it more difficult to spend money, have to join in opposition to this 
to raise taxes, and to place regulatory amendment. 
burdens on the American people. I certainly have the greatest of admi-

I would say to the gentlewoman, as I ration for my friend, the gentlewoman 
read her amendment, this amendment . from Florida [Mrs. MEEK], but my con
says that from now on and in the fu- cern is that, as we look at the issue of 
ture, if we want to cut taxes, we cannot saving, and now to go, as my friend has 
pay for it out of discretionary spending just said, a step _further and jeopardize 
cuts. That, to me, is the antithesis of the ability to reduce the incredible tax 

burden on working Americans, I be
lieve, goes far beyond the purview of 
the intention of the lockbox. 

Obviously, Mr. Chairman, there are 
many of us, most everyone, concerned 
about the pattern of deficit spending 
we have seen over the past several dec
ades. But we are also concerned about 
the fact that there are so many people 
out there who feel that the Federal 
Government imposes a tax level which 
is way too high, and it is our goal as we 
reduce the deficit to also reduce that 
burden of taxes on working Americans. 

It is clear that the amendment of
fered by my. friend, the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. MEEK], would 
joepardize the opportunity to do that. 
For that reason I am compelled to join 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 144, noes 282, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 657) 

AYES--144 

Ackerman Frost Moran 
Baldacci Furse Neal 
Barrett (WI) Gejdenson Oberstar 
Becerra Geren Obey 
Beilenson Gibbons Olver 
Bentsen Gonzalez Owens 
Berman Green Pastor 
Bevill Gutierrez Payne (NJ) 
Bishop Hall(OH) Payne (VA) 
Borski Hamilton Peterson (MN) 
Boucher Hastings (FL) Pomeroy 
Browder Hefner Po shard 
Brown (CA) Hilliard Rahall 
Brown (FL) Hinchey Rangel 
Brown (OH) Hoyer Rivers 
Bryant (TX) Jackson-Lee Rose 
Cardin Jacobs Roybal-Allard 
Clay Jefferson Rush 
Clayton Johnson (SD) Sabo 
Clement Johnson, E.B. Sanders 
Clyburn Johnston . Schroeder 
Coleman Kanjorski Scott 
Collins (IL) Kennedy (MA) Serrano 
Collins (Ml) Kleczka Skaggs 
Conyers LaFalce Slaughter 
Costello Lantos Stark 
Coyne Lewis (GA) Stenholm 
Cramer Lincoln Stokes 
DeFazio Lofgren Studds 
Dellums Luther Stupak 
Deutsch Maloney Tanner 
Dicks Manton Thompson 
Dingell Markey Thornton 
Dixon Martinez Thurman 
Doggett Matsui Torres 
Dooley McCarthy Towns 
Engel McDermott Velazquez 
Eshoo McKinney Vento 
Evans McNulty Visclosky 
Farr Meehan Volkmer 
Fattah Meek Ward 
Fazio Menendez Waters 
Fields (LA) Metcalf Watt (NC) 
Filner Mfume Waxman 
Flake Miller (CA) Wise 
Foglietta Mineta Woolsey 
Ford Minge Wynn 
Frank (MA) Montgomery Yates 
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NOES--282 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Brewster 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 

Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
Mascara 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
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Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 
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de la Garza 
Moakley 
Mollohan 

NOT VOTING-8 
Reynolds 
Sisisky 
Torricelli 
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Tucker 
Wilson 

Mr. BREWSTER, Ms. DELAURO, and 
Messrs. RICHARDSON, TEJEDA, and 
ORTIZ changed their vote from "aye" 
to "no." 

Messrs. HASTINGS of Florida, BE
VILL, METCALF, CRAMER, and 
CARDIN changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to the bill? 
If not, the question is on the commit

tee amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. QUINN, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
1162) providing for consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 1162) to establish a deficit re
duction trust fund and provide for the 
downward adjustment of discretionary 
spending limits in appropriation bills, 
pursuant to House Resolution 218, he 
reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on the 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 364, noes 59, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 

[Roll No. 658] 
AYES--364 

Du·rbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
,lohnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
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Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Myrick 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
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Reed Shuster Tiahrt 
Regula Skeen Torkildsen 
Richardson Skelton Traficant 
Riggs Slaughter Upton 
Rivers Smith (Ml) Visclosky 
Roberts Smith (NJ) Volkmer 
Roemer Smith ~TX) Vucanovich 
Rogers Smith (WA) Waldholtz 
Rohrabacher Solomon Walker 
Ros-Leh tin en Souder Walsh 
Rose Spence Wamp 
Roth Spratt Ward 
Roukema Stearns Watts (OK) 
Royce Stenholm Weldon (FL) 
Salmon Stockman Weldon (PA) 
Sanford Stump Weller 
Sawyer Stupak White 
Saxton Talent Whitfield 
Scarborough Tanner Wicker 
Schaefer Tate Wise 
Schiff Tauzin Wolf 
Schroeder Taylor (MS) Wyden 
Schumer Taylor (NC) Wynn 
Scott Tejeda Young (AK) 
Seastrand Thomas Young (FL) 
Sensenbrenner Thompson Zeliff 
Shadegg Thornberry Zimmer 
Shaw Thornton 
Shays Thurman 

NOES-:59 
Abercrombie Frank (MA) Rush 
Baker (CA) Gutierrez Sabo 
Becerra Hilliard Sanders 
Be!lenson Hinchey Serrano 
Berman Hoyer Skaggs 
Boni or Lewis (GA) Stark 
Clay Livingston Stokes 
Clayton McDermoty Studds 
Collins (IL) Meek Torres 
Collins (Ml) Mink Torricelli 
Conyers Murtha Towns 
Coyne Myers Velazquez I 
Dellums Nadler Vento 
Dixon Olver Waters 
Engel Owens Watt (NC)/ 
Evans Payne <NJr Waxman 
Fattah Pelosi Williams 
Flake Rahall Woolse 
Foglietta Rangel Yates 
Ford Roybal-Allard 

NOT VOTING-11 I 
Bateman Moakley Sisisk~ 
de la Garza Mollohan Tucke 
Ensign Obey Wilson 
Frost Reynolds 

0 1617 
Mr. OLVER changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. POMBO, and 

Mr. PASTOR changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The title of the bill was amended so 

as to read: "A bill to establish proce
dures to provide for a deficit reduction 
lock-box and related downward adjust
ment of discretionary spending limits." 

A motion to reconsider was laid upon 
the table. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 359 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
withdrawn as cosponsor of H.R. 359. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Massachu
setts? 

There was no objection. 

FEDERAL ACQUISITION REFORM 
ACT OF 1995 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 219 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 219 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (R.R. 1670) to revise 
and steamline the acquisition laws of the 
Federal Government, to reorganize the 
mechanisms for resolving Federal procure
ment disputes, and for other purposes. The 
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed 
with. Points of order against consideration 
of the bill for failure to comply with section 
302(f) or 308(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 are waived. General debate shall 
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed 
one hour equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con
sider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec
ommended by the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight. The committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered by title rather than by 
section. The first two sections and each title 
shall be considered as read. Points of order 
against the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute for failure to comply 
with clause 5(a) of rule XXI or section 302(f) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are 
waived. During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni
tion on the basis of whether the Member of
fering an amendment bas caused it to be 
printed in the portion of the Congressional 
Record designated for that purpose in clause 
6 of rule XXIII. Amendments so printed shall 
be considered as read. The Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may postpone until 
a time during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a re
corded vote on any amendment. The Chair
man of the Cammi ttee of the Whole may re
duce to not less than five minutes the time 
for voting by electronic device on any post
poned question that immediately follows an
other vote by electronic device without in
tervening business: Provided, That the time 
for voting by electronic device on the first in 
any series of questions shall be not less than 
fifteen minutes. At the conclusion of consid
eration of the bill for amendment the Cam
mi ttee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted. Any Member may demand a 
separate vote in the House on any amend
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole 
to the bill or to the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in
struction. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. MCINNIS] is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During the consider
ation of this resolution, all time yield
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 219 is 
a noncontroversial resolution. The pro
posed rule is an open rule providing for 
1 hour of general debate divided equal
ly between the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 
After general debate, the bill shall be 
considered as read for amendment 
under the 5 minutes rule. 

The resolution provides that the bill 
be considered by title rather than by 
section, and it provides that the first 
two sections and each title shall be 
considered as read. The rule waives 
points of order against consideration of 
the bill for failure to comply with sec
tion 302(f) and 308(a). Additionally, 
points of order against the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute for the failure to comply with 
clause 5(a) of rule 21 or section 302(f) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
are waived. The chairman of the Com
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, Mr. CLINGER, was kind 
enough to provide the Committee on 
Rules with a explanation of the waivers 
that has been included in the Rules 
Committee report. The resolution al
lows the Chair to accord priority rec
ognition to Members who have 
preprinted their amendments in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and the Chair 
may postpone votes in the Committee 
of the Whole and reduce votes to 5 min
utes, if those votes follow a 15-minute 
vote. Furthermore, at the conclusion of 
consideration of the bill for amend
ment the Committee shall rise and re
port the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopt
ed. Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule pro
vides one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, Chairman CLINGER, re
quested an open rule for this legisla
tion. This open rule was reported out of 
the Committee on Rules by voice vote, 
without any opposition. Under the pro
posed rule, each Member has an oppor
tunity to have their concerns ad
dressed, debated, and ultimately voted 
up or down by this body. 

Mr. Speaker, the underlying legisla
tion, the Federal Acquisition Reform 
Act of 1995 is critical legislation. Each 
year the Federal Government spends 
about $200 billion on goods and serv
ices, ranging from weapons systems to 
cleaning supplies. The current system 
costs too much and is blanketed with 
redtape. The Secretary of Defense has 
found that, on average, the Govern
ment pays an additional 18 percent on 
what it buys solely because of require
ments it imposes on its contractors. 
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Additionally, the Government's own 
administrative costs are astronomical. 
The Government's contracting officials 
are often mandated to follow step-by
step prescriptions that increase staff 

and equipment needs. In today's tight 
budgetary climate we need to get the 
most for each dollar we spend. I believe 
this legislation is a step in the right di
rection. I urge my colleagues to sup-

port the rule as well as the underlying 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I sumbit for the RECORD 
the following material from the Com
mittee on Rules. 

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of September 13, 1995] 

103d Congress 
Rule type 

104th Congress 

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total 

Open/Modified-open 2 .• 
Modified Closed 3 

Closed 4 •••••••... 

Totals: .. 

46 
49 
9 

104 

44 
47 
9 

100 

45 74 
14 23 
2 3 

61 100 

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules wh ich only waive points of 
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules. 

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only 
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record. 

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude 
amendments to a particular portion of a bill , even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment. 

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill) . 

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of September 13, 1995] 

H. Res. No. (Date rep!.) 

H. Res. 38 (1/18195) ........ . 
H. Res. 44 (1124/95) . 

0. 
MC . 

H. Res. 51 (1/31195) . O 
· H. Res. 52 (1/31195) . 0 

H. Res. 53 (1131195) .......... ........ . 0 

Rule type 

H. Res. 55 (211195) . ................... .. ... .. .......... 0 ......... ............... . 
H. Res. 60 (216195) .. O ........ . 
H. Res. 61 (216/95) ....... O 
H. Res. 63 (218195) .. MO 
H. Res. 69 (219195) O ........ ... ........................ . 
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ...... MO 
H. Res. 83 (2113/95) . MO . 
H. Res. 88 (2116/95) MC ........... . 
H. Res. 91 (2121195) . 0 ........................... . 
H. Res. 92 (2121195) ....... MC . 
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) MO 
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) MO . 
H. Res. 100 (2127/95) 0 
H. Res. 101 (2/28195) MO . 
H. Res. I 03 (313/95) ............... ...... MO .. . 
H. Res. 104 (313/95) MO 
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ............... MO ... . 
H. Res. 108 (3fl/95) ......... Debate . 
H. Res. 109 (318/95) ... .. ..... .. .. .............. MC 
H. Res. 115 (3114/95) .................................... MO ................. .. . 
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) MC 
H. Res. 117 (3/16195) Debate 
H. Res. 119 (3121/95) MC 
H. Res. 125 (413/95) .............. .............. O 
H. Res. 126 (413/95) .... . .. .. ........ .. ....... .. ..... 0 . 
H. Res. 128 (4/4195) MC 
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ............................. MC 
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) O 
H. Res. 139 (513/95) . . O .. . . ............. ........... . 

Bill No. 

H.R. 5 
H. Con. Res. 17 . 
H.J. Res. 1 .... 
H.R. IOI 
H.R. 400 ... 
H.R. 440 . 
H.R. 2 .... . 
H.R. 665 ... . 
H.R. 666 . 
H.R. 667 . 
H.R. 668 .. 
H.R. 728 .. 
H.R. 7 .... 
H.R. 831 ... . 
H.R. 830 .. . 
H.R. 889 .. 
H.R. 450 . 
H.R. 1022 
H.R. 926 .. 
H.R. 925 .. 
H.R. 1058 
H.R. 988 .. 

H.R. 956 

H.R. 1159 . ... .... . 
HJ. Res. 73 .. .............. . 
H.R. 4 ..... ................... . 

H.R. 1271 
H.R. 660 ......................... . 
H.R. 1215 . 
H.R. 483 ... 
H.R. 655 . 
H.R. 1361 

Subject 

Unfunded Mandate Reform 
Social Security ... .. .. ..... . 
Balanced Budget Arndt ... .... . 
Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians .... 
Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'I. Park and Preserve 
Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ....... . 
Line Item Veto ....................... . 
Victim Restitution ......... . 
Exclusionary Rule Reform . 
Violent Criminal Incarceration .. 
Criminal Alien Deportation .... 
Law Enforcement Block Grants 
National Security Revitalization 
Health Insurance Deductibility ... . 
Paperwork Reduction Act ................................................. . 
Defense Supplemental ............. . 
Regulatory Transition Act ....... . 
Risk Assessment ...................... ... . 
Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ............ .... .. .. .... ...... ..... .. ........................ . 
Private Property Protection Act .......... .. .......... .. ........ . 
Securities Litigation Reform 
Attorney Accountabil ity Act . 

Product Liability Reform ............ . 

iia.king Emergency Supp:··Approps ... . 
Term Limits Const. Arndt . .................. .. .. ...................... .. . 
Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ... . 
............ ············· ····· ······· 
Family Privacy Protection Act ................................................................. . 
Older Persons Housing Act .................... ............... ........ .. ... .. ........ .. ................................ . 
Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 
Medicare Select Expansion ....... . 
Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 
Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ......................... . 

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS-Continued 
[As of September 13, 1995] 

H. Res. No. (Date rep!.) Rule type Bill No. Subject 

Disposition of rule 

A: 350-71 (1/19/95). 
A: 25)-172 (1125/95). 

A: voice vote (211/95). 
A: voice vote (2/1/95). 
A: voice vote (211/95). 
A: voice vote (212195). 
A: voice vote (2/7/95). 
A: voice vote (217/95). 
A: voice vote (2/9/95). 
A: voice vote (2110195). 
A: voice vote (2/13195). 
PO: 229-100; A: 227- 127 (2115/95). 
PO: 230-191 ; A: 229-188 (2121/95). 
A: voice vote (2122195). 
A: 282- 144 (2122195). 
A: 252-175 (2123/95). 
A: 253-165 (2127/95). 
A: voice vote (2128195). 
A: 271-151 (312/95) 

A: voice vote (3/6195) 
A: 257- 155 (3fl/95) 
A: voice vote (3/8195) 
PO: 234-191 A: 247- 181 (319/95) 
A: 242- 190 (3/15/95) 
A: voice vote (3128/95) 
A: voice vote (3121195) 
A: 217- 211 (3122195) 
A: 423- 1 (4/4/95) 
A: voice vote (4/6/95) 
A: 228-204 (4/5/95) 
A: 253- 172 (4/6/95) 
A: voice vote (512195) 
A: voice vote (5/9/95) 

Disposition of rule 

H. Res. 140 (519/95) ............... . 0 H.R. 961 . Clean Water Amendments ................. .. ... ............ ... .. A: 414-4 (5110/95) 
H. Res. 144 (5/11195) .. ........ .. .. .. . 
H. Res. 145 (5/11195) 
H. Res. 146 (5/11195) .... . 
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) .... . 
H. Res. 155 (5122195) .. . . 
H. Res. 164 (618/95) ... . 
H. Res. 167 (6/15195) . 
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) 
H. Res. 170 (6120/95) 
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 
H. Res. 173 (6127/95) 
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) .... . 
H. Res. 185 (7111195) .... . 
H. Res. 187 (7112195) .. 
H. Res. 188 (7112195) . ........................... . 
H. Res. 190 (7117195) .......................... . 
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) . 
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) . 
H. Res. 197 (7121/95) 
H. Res. 198 (7121195) .... .. ... .. .. ............. . 
H. Res. 201 (7125195) .. ......................... . 
H. Res. 204 (7128195) .. 
H. Res. 205 (7128195) 
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) .. ...... ....... ... .............. . 
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) .. 
H. Res. 215 (9fl/95J 
H. Res. 216 (9fl/95) ..................................... . 
H. Res. 218 (9/12195) .................................. . 
H. Res. 219 (9/12195) 

0 H.R. 535 .............. Fish Hatchery-Arkansas ..... .. ............ .......... .. .... A: voice vote (5/15/95) 
0 H.R. 584 .. Fish Hatchery-Iowa ......................... ... ...................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95) 
O . H.R. 614 .. Fish Hatchery--Minnesota .... .... ........... .......... ........... A: voice vote (5/15195) 
MC .... ........ H. Con. Res. 67 .. Budget Resolution FY 1996 .. . .............. ............ PO: 252- 170 A: 25)-168 (5/17195) 
MO ............ H.R. 1561 American Overseas Interests Act ... ..................................... A: 233- 176 (5123/95) 
MC .......... .. H.R. 1530 .. .. .. . .. .......... Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ............... ... ......................... PO: 22)-191 A: 233- 183 (6/13/95) 
O . H.R. 1817 MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 ........ PO: 223- 180 A: 24)-155 (6/16/95) 
MC .... H.R. 1854 Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 . .......... ... ... ... .. ..... .. ....... PO: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95) 
0 .... H.R. 1868 For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 . . ..... .. ....... .......... PO: 221- 178 A: 217-175 (6122195) 
O ...... H.R. 1905 Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/12/95) 
C H.J. Res. 79 ... ... ....... Flag Constitutional Amendment . ................ .. ................ PO: 258-170 A: 271- 152 (6128195) 
MC .... ..... .. ... ......... H.R. 1944 Erner. Supp. Approps. .. . . .. ....... .. ................ PO: 236-194 A: 234- 192 (6/29/95) 
0 H.R. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 PO: 23)-193 D: 192-238 (7112/95) 
O . H.R. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 . PO: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7/13/95) 
O ....... H.R. 1976 Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ... ........................ ...... ... .. ...... ............ PO: 242-185 A: voice vote (7/18/95) 
O H.R. 2020 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 . . .. ...................... ............................... .................. PO: 232- 192 A: voice vote {7/18/95) 
C ............. H.J. Res. 96 .... ..... .. ...... .... Disapproval of MFN to China ........... .. A: voice vote (7/20195) 
0 H.R. 2002 ....... .... ............. Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ................. ................ PO: 217- 202 (7121/95) 
O H.R. 70 . ........ .. Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .. ........ A: voice vote (7124/95) 
O ..... H.R. 2076 ........................ Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ......... .. ....... ................. A: voice vote (7125195) 
0 H.R. 2099 ............ ............ VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 ........ . .... .................... ........................... A: 230-189 (7/25/95) 
MC .. S. 21 .............. .. . . Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ............... .. ................. ...... ............ A: voice vote (811/95) 
O ................ H.R. 2126 .... Defense Approps. FY 1996 ... ......... A: 409-1 (7/31195) 
MC ........ .. H.R. 1555 . Communications Act of 1995 ....... ........................... A: 25)-156 (812/95) 
0 ........... H.R. 2127 ... Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ..... . ............ ........................ A: 323- 104 (812/95) 
0 .......... .... .... H.R. 1594 Economically Targeted Investments ... . ..................................................... A: voice vote (9/12195) 
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0 .. .. .... H.R. 1162 ........................ Deficit Reduction Lockbox ....................... ...... .... ... .... .... ..... A: voice vote (9/13/95) 
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Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PO-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress. 
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Mr. McI1iNIS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

the balanc~ of my time. 
Mr. BIEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we support this rule, 
and the bill it makes in order, the Fed
eral Acquisition Reform Act of 1995. As 
the gentleman has said, this is an open 
rule, so Members may offer any amend
ment that is otherwise in order under 
the standing Rules of the House. The 
rule permits the chair to accord prior
ity in recognition to Members whose 
amendments have been printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

This rule also provides for several 
waivers of sections 302(f) and 308(a) of 
the Congressional Budget Act. Al
though we are normally reluctant to 
waive the Budget Act-and particu
larly section 302(f), which prohibits 
spending in excess of a committee's al
location, and is one of the most impor
tant safeguards we have to control 
spending-we understand and accept 
the necessity of waiving the Budget 
Act in the cases provided for by this 
rule. 

The rule also waives clause 5(a) of 
rule . XX!, which prohibits appropria
tions in an authorization bill. Just as 
we do not normally approve of waiving 
the Budget Act, we are also reluctant 
to waive this important rule. However, 
here, also, we accept the need for the 
waivers. 

All of these waivers are necessary be
cause the bill consolidates a number of 
Federal contract boards of appeals into 
one civilian board, and one defense 
board. Because they authorize pay for 
board members, they provide for a rel
atively modest amount of spending
thus, they require Budget Act and rule 
XXI waivers. However, the consolida
tion will result in a net savings to the 
Government. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1670 builds upon 
the Federal Acquisition Streamlining 
Act that Congress approved last year, 
further incorporating many of the re
forms proposed by Vice President 
Gore's National Performance Review. 
This legislation would encourage the 
substitution of commercial items for 
goods developed according to unique 
government specifications, relax re
porting requirements for Federal con
tractors, centralize the bid protest sys
tem, and develop better trained pro
curement personnel. Although the Con
gressional Budget Office was unable to 
estimate the amount of savings that 
this legislation would produce, CBO be
lieves that many of the bill's provi
sions are likely to reduce costs to the 
taxpayers. 

This is a bill that enjoys broad, bi
partisan support in the House. How
ever, significant controversy has 
emerged over the issue of whether 
every potential seller will have the op
portunity to compete for a government 
contract, particularly small businesses. 

That issue is likely to be resolved 
through consideration of an amend
ment to be offered by the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] and the 
gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEY
ERS]. 

Mr. Speaker, to repeat: This is an 
open rule, which we support. We urge 
adoption of the resolution so that we 
can proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 1670. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER], the chairman of the commit
tee, and I appreciate his involvement. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in support of the rule 
and, obviously, in support of the bill, 
which as has been indicated, has very 
broad bipartisan support. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill represents, I 
think, a dramatic improvement in the 
way we go about buying our goods and 
services at the Federal level. The best 
that we could do, Mr. Speaker, in 
terms of lowering the deficit, cutting 
Federal spending, would be to pass this 
dramatic improvement in the way we 
buy goods and services. 

It is estimated that we spend 20 per
cent more for everything we buy at the 
Federal level, because of the arcane 
and convoluted and unnecessarily pro
lix regulations that we have that sur
round the procurement process. 

It is an antiquated process, Mr. 
Speaker, that results in such out
rageous situations where we have an 
FAA which is charged with protecting 
the safety of the flying public, so ham
strung by the requirements that they 
are obliged to deal with to buy new, up
dated, state-of-the-art technology to 
ensure the protection of the flying pub
lic, it is so outdated that we are at 
least a generation of technology behind 
and probably two or three generations 
behind. 

Mr. Speaker, we still operate the en
tire air traffic control system using 
vaccum tubes, which we cannot even 
make in this country and have to pur
chase abroad. That says there is some
thing seriously wrong with the way we 
go about buying goods and services. 

We made significant progress last 
year on a very bipartisan basis to re
form those procedures. This is the next 
step. This is an addition to, not in lieu 
of. It really does build with respect to 
what we accomplished in the last Con
gress. 

It is also a bipartisan effort and I 
think it will have, when we get to the 
final analysis, a very broad bipartisan 
support, because I think we all recog
nize that this is one area where there 
should not be partisan differences in 
terms of how we go about buying 
things and how we go about trying to 
do it in the most efficient way. 

Mr. Speaker, there will be amend
ments offered and that is why I think 

we need to have an open rule. These 
amendments deserve a full and open 
debate, just as we continue to provide 
for full and open competition. 

I want to express the fact that we 
think that since this matter was con
sidered some months ago in connection 
with the Defense Department author
ization bill, that we have gone a long 
distance in meeting the concerns of 
those who felt that this was somehow 
going to be harmful to or work against 
the interests of small business. We 
have really made a number of signifi
cant changes in trying to reach accom
modation with the concerns that were 
legitimately expressed. 

D 1630 
I think we have addressed many of 

those concerns. There are still some 
concerns out there. There may be 
amendments that would be offered in 
this regard, and I would urge resistance 
to those amendments, Mr. Speaker, not 
because they are certainly not well-in
tended. They are. But I think that they 
are unnecessarily concerned about 
what this is going to do to the small
business interests. 

I think that this will, in effect, really 
improve the opportunities for small 
business and, frankly, the community 
is divided. Some are for this bill. Some 
are opposed to it. But I think, as the 
debate develops, we will be able to per
suade them, in fact, this bill is going to 
be very small-business-friendly. In 
fact, it is going to be much friendlier 
to business of all persuasions across 
the board. 

Right now, every businessman who 
wants to sell to the Federal Govern
ment has to go through an incredible 
maze, if you will, and jump over hurdle 
after hurdle to even become a player in 
the system . . We are trying to eliminate 
all of that. At the same time, we are 
trying to make the Government a little 
more like a business in the way we buy 
things, and to do that we have to pro
vide a measure, a modicum, not unlim
ited, but some measure of flexibility 
and some measure of discretion to the 
people who are out there on the lines 
doing the purchasing, doing the buy
ing. 

What we have tried to do in this bill 
is strike a balance between the needs 
for full and open competition. Nobody 
is going to be shut out of the door, but 
also to give the Government the oppor
tunity to define what do we need to en
sure that we have full and open com
petition, enough competition in this 
particular procurement. 

We have procurements that go every
where from No. 2 pencils to jet engines 
to massive, huge defense contracts. 
Those procurements differ from one to 
the other, and I think there needs to be 
a measure of flexibility provided to the 
procurement people who have univer
sally come to us and said, "Let us do 
our job. Do not wrap us up like Atlas in 
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all kinds of red tape and all kinds of re
quirements that prevent us from doing 
our job. Let us do our job. Trust our 
judgment to some extent to say we can 
be reasonable, we can be responsible in 
how we deal with this.'' I think we 
achieve enormous savings if we give 
that modicum, measure, of flexibility 
to our procurement regime. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the 
rule. I urge support of the bill. Hope
fully, we can avoid having any amend
ments that I think will seriously un
dermine the ability we are trying to 
achieve to give that kind of a flexibil
ity or achieve those kinds of savings. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS], the distin
guished ranking member of the full 
committee. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I am pleased to rise in support of 
the rule on which the chairman and I 
have worked cooperatively on procure
ment legislation. I have some mixed 
feelings about bringing this bill to the 
floor at this time. 

As you all know, the House consid
ered a bill virtually identical to H.R. 
1670 on June 14, as an amendment to 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act. That amendment passed on a bi
partisan basis with vote of 420 to 1. 

The fundamental difference between 
the House-passed procurement amend
ment and H.R. 1670 is that H.R. 1670 
does not include my amendment which 
passed the House to preserve the cur
rent full and open competition stand
ard. The failure to include my amend
ment as a part of this bill is to ignore 
the will of the House, and to ignore the 
stated concerns of the small business 
community. 

Small business organizations, which 
supported my amendment in June, con
tinue to believe that H.R. 1670 will sig
nificantly limit the ability of small 
businesses to fairly compete for Gov
ernment contracts. An open rule will 
allow the best opportunity for the 
House to once again correct this major 
defect with H.R. 1670. 

I intend to offer the same amend
ment to H.R. 1670, which I offered to 
the DOD authorization bill and which 
passed the House. That amendment 
will protect small businesses by retain
ing the current procurement standard 
of full and open competition. 

Since the House adopted my amend
ment to retain full and open competi
tion as part of the Defense authoriza
tion bill, Chairman CLINGER has made 
an effort to move H.R. 1670 closer to 
the House position. The version of H.R. 
1670 which passed the Government Re
form and Oversight Committee, does at 
least state full and open competition as 
a Federal policy. However, in subse
quent provisions, the bill creates large 
loopholes through which bureaucrats 
can limit the ability of small busi
nesses to compete for Government con-

tracts. This is the basis for the opposi
tion to title I by the Chamber of Com
merce and the small business commu
nity. 

I am pleased that I have been able to 
work with Chairman CLINGER on all of 
the other parts of this bill, and have no 
amendments to those titles. The bill 
makes about eight fundamental 
changes in procurement procedures 
that Chairman CLINGER has described 
to you, and I support them. 

When we considered this bill in com
mittee, we were in the midst of the 
Waco hearings, and had little time to 
work out this one difference. While I 
respect Chairman CLINGER for pledging 
to ensure my right to offer the full and 
open competition amendment to the 
bill, I believe it is unfortunate that the 
House will be required to essentially 
revote on my amendment, which the 
House endorsed. 

Nonetheless, I am prepared to return 
to the House floor to once again keep 
the procurement process open to all 
businesses, small and large. Small busi
nesses are the lifeblood of our eco
nomic system, and they deserve a level 
procurement playing field. 

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I commend 
the chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER], for coming to the Committee 
on Rules and asking for an open rule. 

Second of all, I do not think we can 
overstate the importance of this legis
lation. This Federal Government 
spends $600 million, over $600 million a 
day in acquisitions, $600 million a day. 
We have got to have a system that 
minimizes the waste and maximizes 
the efficiency of the system to acquire 
or to make those type of acquisitions. 
So I think that it is extremely impor
tant that we continue to support this 
kind of legislation, and I look forward 
to some of the amendments that we are 
going to debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4% minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
DAVIS]. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

I want to first of all compliment the 
chairman, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER], and the chair
man, the gentleman from South Caro
lina [Mr. SPENCE], for putting this bill 
together, putting a broad coalition of 
groups interested in expediting the pro
curement process, making it better for 
American taxpayers and bringing this 
through committee and now bringing 
this to the floor. 

I want to address just a couple of is
sues that will be coming up in this bill 
that it does that, I think, helps the 
American people and is going to help 
that current process, which right now 
is a very lengthy process. It is a proc
ess that, as the chairman noted in his 
previous remarks, the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania, adds almost 20 percent 
to the costs of goods that American 
taxpayers pay for that are obtained 
through the procurement process. 

First of all, let me talk to you about 
the procurement integrity certifi
cations part of the current law that are 
stricken here. In lieu, we have planted 
some tougher penalties, but instead of 
the lengthier certification contractors 
have to go through today, there will be 
stricter and more succinct penalties in 
this current bill. 

Today, if a contractor, when they 
submit a bid to the Government fo:r a 
Government procurement, has to sign a 
certification saying that they have no 
insider knowledge about this procure
ment, that nobody in the organizat:Ion 
has obtained this. Now, how does this 
work? This means that the organiza
tion, the company, the bidder has got 
to go through every person in that or
ganization who has worked on that par
ticular procurement and have them 
sign an individual certification saying 
they have no insider information, and 
obtain that. After looking at all of 
those, it is only then that the officer 
for that corporation can sign that pro
curement integrity certification to the 
Federal Government. In turn, the Fed
eral Government contracting officers 
have to sign certifications based on 
these other certifications and on their 
own notes and experiences in that pro
curement. 

The end result is that many times 
hours are wasted. Reams of paperwork 
are wasted. To my knowledge, not one 
person has been prosecuted under these 
procurement integrity certifications 
put in as an over-reaction, if you will, 
to the Ill Wind scandals of the 1980's. 
So this does away with that but keeps 
even stricter penalties in place so that 
prosecutors and the Federal Govern
ment will be able to police these but at 
the same time not add layers and lay
ers of costs on contractors. 

The recoupment provision that cur
rently exists under foreign military 
sales contracts will be eliminated. 
What does this mean? This means the 
surcharge now put on American compa
nies selling abroad under FMS con
tracts will be stricken. We will be more 
competitive in the international arena 
as we compete with companies from 
other countries who are going after for
eign procurements under FMS con
tracts. This will bring us, if you will, 
into the 21st century and make us 
more competitive as we move toward 
the borderless economy and into inter
national trade. 

Finally, the consolidation of bid pro
test appeals, I think, is going to help 
expedite the process for everybody. 
Right now, there is a lot of gaming 
that goes on in terms of if a contractor 
loses a bid and they are the incumbent 
contractor and they lose their recom
pete, many times they can file a bid 
protest, tie that protest up and keep on 
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performing that work, often at a high
er price than somebody who has beaten 
them in fair competition, simply be
cause of the entanglements and the op
portunities they have to game the 
process through agency protests, GAO 
process, board of contract appeals, 
whatever. This expedites that flow pro
cedure. It allows postbid discovery and, 
I think, will help the process and speed 
it up. 

Finally, if I can briefly address the 
Collins-Meyers amendment that may 
be offered to this, I think one of the 
major problems we have in the process 
today in procurement is the fact that 
many very dedicated public servants 
who are dedicated to save the public 
money, dedicated to getting the best 
costs they can for the Government, and 
they are working very hard, but in 
many cases they are performing tasks 
that do not need to be performed. They 
are operating under regulations that 
never should have been written, rules 
that never should have been written. 
They are filling out forms that should 
never have been printed. This is make
work, and it is a waste in many cases. 

What this legislation does is it takes 
7 pages of the United States Code, of a 
basically cook book, and allows the 
buyers, the Government procurement 
officer in charge at that point, to move 
through and, of course, full and open 
competition standard remains of the 
amendment that the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] put 
through dur.ing the authorization 
schedule. We now get rid of those seven 
pages of authorization and wiil allow 
that buyer the appropriate discretion 
they have so they can expedite that 
procedure. 

I urge support of this bill and rule. 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I have 

no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCINNIS Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes and 9 ·seconds to the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF], 
the vice chairman of the committee, 
my good friend. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, within the 
first 9 seconds I want to thank the gen
tleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say, first, I 
hope the House realizes how much H.R. 
1670 is needed. The fact of the matter is 
that procurement is just one of many 
areas where our Government is operat
ing years, if not, in fact, decades be
hind where private enterprise is now 
functioning. 

The provisions contained in H.R. 1670 
are needed to bring the Government's 
processes more current so that the 
Government can better serve itself, 
that is the taxpayers who are funding 
it, and better serve those businesses 
who wish to do business with the Gov
ernment. 

Specifically with respect to small 
business, we believe that if H.R. 1670 
becomes law, that procurement will be-

come easier so that more small busi
nesses will be enticed to offer to do 
business with the Government, when 
many small businesses might not do so 
today because of the cumbersome na
ture of the whole procurement process. 

But I want to take an additional mo
ment to address specifically the con
cerns raised by the gentlewoman from 
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS] who, of course, 
is the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Small Business, and the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS], who is the distinguished ranking 
member of the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight. There are, 
in fact, no two Members in Congress 
who are more vigilant in looking at 
small-business interests than these two 
Members. When they express concerns, 
it is of concern to me. 

The concern, I believe, though, is 
misapplied. I hope we can work some
thing out between now and the time 
this bill might become law. 

D 1645 
But the concern is that there is no 

longer going to be free and fair, equal, 
competition. The fact of the matter is 
there will continue to be free and fair 
competition for small business, for all 
business, under H.R. 1670. The fact is 
that all businesses could submit bids 
just like they do now. 

Here is the difference. Earlier in the 
procurement process Government pro
curement officials can make a decision 
that certain bids, for whatever reason, 
inaybe a lack of ability to perform in a 
certain area that is desired by the Gov
ernment in this particular contract, 
whatever it might be, that the offerer, 
the business, is not qualified to proceed 
further in this bid process. 

Now, first of all the suspicion is that 
there might be some malfeasance on 
the part of Government officials that 
will discriminate against small busi
ness. Malfeasance is an issue for over
sight, and, if H.R. 1670 becomes law as 
it is, then I think the Committee on 
Small Business and the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight· 
should pay very close attention to its 
implementation. But the fact is that 
denial at the beginning of the process 
of a bid is still appealable. The Govern
ment official must state why a particu
lar bid is not to proceed further in the 
process, and the business that does not 
agree with that can appeal that and 
still have a remedy. 

The point is that by allowing Govern
ment officials the discretion that pri
vate business has to start filtering 
through offers at the beginning of the 
process we can save a great deal of 
time and money not only for the Gov
ernment in terms of its procurement 
process of having to review the same 
bids over and over again, if they qual
ify, but to the businesses, too. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes 50 seconds to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox]. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I will 
make sure we do that accurately, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I rise today in support of H.R. 1670, 
the Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 
1995, and it is, to my colleagues I would 
say, very interesting. It is not every 
bill that we have that the Americans 
for Tax Reform and the National Tax
payers Union have both come together 
to support this legislation. The Gov
ernment spends over $200 billion each 
year in goods and services and pays a 
20-percent premium. If H.R. 1670 re
moves even one-half of the red tape and 
paperwork, then we can easily save $20 
billion a year. 

The National Taxpayers Union has 
been very clear on its support of this 
legislation. H.R. 1670; according to 
them they said this legislation will re
form the Federal procurement system, 
which is a critical component of fiscal 
discipline. As my colleagues know, Mr. 
Speaker, the system currently is rid
dled with bureaucratic red tape and 
outdated procedures, and this anti
quated system is in desperate need of 
fundamental reform. Each year the 
Government spends over $2 billion. 
Taxpayers have long been saddled with 
the excess costs of maintaining this ex
pensive program, and by some esti
mates today the system forces tax
payers to pay over a 20-percent pre
mium on all Federal purchases. 

Enabling the procurement process, 
Mr. Speaker, to open up to both large 
and small businesses will save tax
payers billions of dollars not only this 
year, but in the future. Reaching the 
goal of a balanced budget by the year 
2002 will require implementation of 
more efficient and more cost-effective 
programs in every area of Government. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we are leading by 
example with this bill because it will 
bring a more rational approach to the 
management of these programs. The 
Federal Acquisition Reform Act will 
prove to be the key to a new era of 
Federal acquisition policy that bene
fits taxpayers and simplifies the rules 
for contractors. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support 1670 and to remind them the 
Americans for Tax Reform and the Na
tional Taxpayers Union have endorsed 
this legislation. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am excited 'about the 
legislation. It is time to move on to the 
legislation in regards to that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). The question is on the resolu
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
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quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 414, nays 0, 
not voting 20, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 

[Roll No. 659] 

YEAS-414 

Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 

Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
ls took 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson. E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 

Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKean 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 

Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Becerra 
Chenoweth 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
Doolittle 

Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 

Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-20 

Ensign 
Frost 
Gibbons 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Reynolds 
Schaefer 

0 1708 

Sisisky 
Torkildsen 
Tucker 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Wilson 

Mr. NADLER and Mr. HILLIARD 
changed their vote from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday, 
September 13, my votes were not recorded for 
rollcall votes 658 and 659. Had my votes been 
recorded, I would have voted "aye" in both in
stances. 

The Sl>EAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 219 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 

Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 1670. 

0 1711 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1670) to re
vise and streamline the acquisition 
laws of the Federal Government, to re
organize the mechanisms for resolving 
Federal procurement disputes, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. WELLER in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] will be rec
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER]. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill, the Federal 
Acquisition Reform Act of 1995, is an 
important piece of legislation, which 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. SPENCE], chairman of the Commit
tee on National Security, and I intro
duced along with several other mem
bers of our committees. 

The bill which we bring before you 
today represents the efforts of many of 
our colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle who have joined us in rejecting 
the status quo and who are prepared to 
lead the way toward reforming a sys
tem which for years has become in
creasingly more arcane, more con
voluted, more difficult to deal with, 
and therefore, more costly, both to 
business, who wants to be a participant 
in bidding for projects with the Federal 
Government, and certainly for the Gov
ernment. 

Members have heard it mentioned 
here today that the cost to the Federal 
Government is about a 20 percent pre
mium that we pay for all goods and all 
services that we purchase. So we are 
trying to seek fiscal discipline, and 
this is the surest and best way we can 
go about reducing Federal spending 
and moving us toward a balanced budg
et. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill sends a mes
sage to our employer, the American 
taxpayer, who frankly has been paying 
an extraordinary premium for the serv
ices that he has been receiving from 
the Federal Government. The message 
is that we are serious about changing 
the way the Government operates. We 
have to ensure that this country's re
sources are allocated properly, and this 
bill provides the answer. 

The bill has been very thoughtfully 
crafted. It does a number of things, Mr. 
Chairman. First of all, it makes us 
more like a business. I mean, why 
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should the Federal Government be in
volved in processes that add cost to the 
taxpayer? Why can we not seek goods 
and services and seek competition the 
way businesses do? 

0 1715 
Second, it dramatically reduces the 

amount of paperwork and the incred
ible amount of regulatory overkill 
which we have imposed upon all of our 
businesses. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, what we 
have seen is fewer and fewer people are 
willing to participate in the process, 
are willing to really get into the com
petition, because the process is so com
plex and so costly to them that they do 
not want to do it. We are trying to 
make that a simpler process. We are 
trying to say Government should be 
more like business. We should not have 
$500 hammers. We should be able to 
come into the 20th century because of 
our technology, which we are not able 
to do because of the restrictions. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge support 
for the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, with the exception of 
the limitation on open competition, a 
change that will hurt small business, I 
support H.R. 1670, the Federal Acquisi
tion Reform Act of 1995. Chairman 
CLINGER and I have worked coopera
tively on this bill and he is to be com
mended for his leadership in attempt
ing to modernize and streamline the 
Federal acquisition process. I also ap
preciate his ongoing efforts to reach a 
consensus with Democratic members of 
the Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee on procurement reform leg
islation, including his incorporation 
into H.R. 1670 most of my suggestions 
as well as those offered by the ranking 
Democratic member of the Subcommit
tee on Government Information and 
Technology, Re pre sen ta ti ve MALONEY. 

In brief, the bill represents meaning
ful reform and enhancement of Federal 
procurement policy. It allows for the 
increasing decentralization of procure
ment authority, and elicits greater 
costeffectiveness for the Federal Gov
ernment and the taxpayer. 

Let me begin by describing some of 
the positive features of this bill. First, 
H.R. 1670 includes my provision that 
improves Government procurement 
management practices by requiring 
Federal agencies to make more effec
tive use of the cost-management tools 
and procedures known generally as 
value engineering. Value engineering is 
a longstanding and widely accepted 
technique in both the public and pri
vate sectors that, despite its proven ca
pabilities, remains severely underuti
lized in the Federal acquisition proc
ess. 

Numerous General Accounting Office 
and Inspectors General reports, inde
pendent studies, and even the Presi
dentially appointed Grace Commission, 
have demonstrated that the under uti
lization of value engineering by Fed
eral agencies has resulted in billions of 
dollars in lost opportunities to reduce 
costs to the Federal Government. This 
provision will ensure greater use of 
value engineering procedures, and will 
thereby reduce capital and operation 
costs, and improve and maintain opti
mum quality of construction, adminis
trative, program, acquisition and grant 
projects. 

Second, H.R. 1670 now incorporates 
my language retaining the " knowing" 
standard for criminal violations of our 
procurement integrity laws, and in
creases the maximum criminal penalty 
from 5 to 15 years. This provision will 
facilitate the Justice Department's 
ability to prosecute criminal and civil 
procurement fraud cases. 

Third, H.R. 1670 includes important 
provisions regarding accountability on 
sole-source contracting for commercial 
products. While I still believe that the 
complete elimination of the simplified 
acquisition threshold contained in this 
bill will raise problems, this provision 
will place limits on its use and will 
help to ensure that an adequate level of 
competition is maintained with the ex
panded use of commercial items. 

Finally, H.R. 1670 includes a provi
sion authored by Representative 
MALONEY, the Subcommittee ranking 
Democratic member, that improves the 
performance capability of the frontline 
contracting personnel. The bill re
quires civilian agency heads to adopt 
education, training and incentive fea
tures that raise the level of excellence 
and professionalism of the acquisition 
work force. It is this work force that 
will have to respond properly to the in
creasing decentralization of authority. 

The inclusion of those provisions in 
H.R. 1670 substantially improves this 
legislation, and again, I applaud Chair
man CLINGER for approaching this mat
ter in the bipartisan spirit with which 
any acquisition reform effort should be 
undertaken. However, despite our ef
forts to reconcile our differences on 
title I of the bill, Chairman CLINGER 
and I remain far apart on its revision 
of the "full and open competition" 
standard. 

Title I would change the meaning of 
the current "full and open competi
tion" standard mandated in the Com
petition in Contracting Act of 1984 
[CICA] by adding the words "open ac
cess" to its definition and by adding 
new exceptions to the standard. The 
substitution of clear statutory stand
ards for this unknown hybrid is unnec
essary, potentially harmful, and flies 
in the face of reform, modernization 
and streamlining goals that we all 
share. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree that Federal 
procurement procedures should be 

streamlined and made more cost-effi
cient for both the Government buyer 
and the vendor. It is no secret that 
many vendors are spending large sums 
of money bidding on Government con
tracts for which they have absolutely 
no chance to win, and that Government 
contracting officers are overburdened 
evaluating bids that are essentially 
noncompetitive. However, the hearing 
record on H.R. 1670 does not establish 
that the revision of the current "full 
and open" competition standard is nec
essary to resolve these problems. 

Title I, as it stands, represents a fun
damental departure from longstanding 
Federal procurement philosophy and 
will undermine the basic principles of 
free enterprise. This is a serious defect 
in H.R. 1670 that I intend to correct 
with an amendment. 

On June 14, when the House consid
ered a nearly identical procurement re
form measure on the DOD Authoriza
tion bill, the House supported my 
amendment to retain the full and open 
competition standard for procurement. 
That amendment was passed with bi
partisan support, and I particularly 
want to commend the chairwoman of 
the Small Business Committee, JAN 
MEYERS, who worked so hard on behalf 
of the amendment. 

My amendment had the strong sup
port of the small business community, 
as well as the U.S. Chamber of Com
merce. The bill before us today, unfor
tunately, does not include my amend
ment, and instead would grant a broad 
new authority to procurement officials 
on limit competition. Therefore, I will 
once again be offering an amendment 
to restore the full and open standard 
which the House endorsed in June. 

While I maintain reservations about 
other portions of the bill, I believe that 
H.R. 1670 can provide a substantially 
improved legislative structure for Gov
ernment procurement if the current 
statutory interpretation of the full and 
open competition standard is preserved 
in title I. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CHRYSLER], a very active 
member of the committee. 

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. ChJairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yiJlding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, as a person with 25 
years of private sector business experi
ence and as an entrepreneur, I am 
pleased that the committee is taking 
up this bipartisan legislation, and I 
want to declare my strong support for 
H.R. 1670. It is unfortunate that some 
have portrayed this legislation as an 
anti-small business bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I am small business. I 
have firsthand experience with the 
Federal procurement system, and I can 
tell you from my personal experience 
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that this bill that we are offering is 
better. There is misinformation cir
culating on this bill that is simply in
correct, and it is the type of misin
formation and rumors that can under
mine valuable legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important to em
phasize that this bill will help all busi
nesses, both small and large, to partici
pate more fully in the Federal con
tracting process. H.R. 1670 will increase 
the use of commercial practices, cut 
redtape, streamline dispute resolu
tions, protect against sole source con
tracting, while at the same time main
taining the necessary safeguards for 
small business. 

H.R. 1670 removes the cost account
ing standards from the commercial 
item purchases, which require an im
mense amount of information for re
porting costs. The elimination of this 
government-unique requirement will 
save companies millions of dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, everyone agrees the 
system is outdated. It is time that the 
Government start operating its pro
curement system as a business would. 
The time is now for reforming the sys
tem and moving it into the 21st cen
tury. We should take this opportunity 
to make a difference and vote for H.R. 
1670 without any weakening amend
ments. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle
woman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS], 
the chair of the Committee on Small 
Business. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, the gentlewoman from Illinois 
[Mrs. COLLINS] and I both are offering 
an amendment which would restore full 
and open competition to bidding. Now, 
I know that the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER] says that there 
is full and open competition in this 
bill, but it is defined as open access, 
which is then further defined, which 
then says that the regulators will real
ly define what is full and open competi
tion, and we can get into that more a 
little later. 

But to say that this bill has full and 
open competition is simply not accu
rate. The gentlewoman from Illinois 
[Mrs. COLLINS] will be offering an 
amendment that just restores full and 
open competition, and I will be offering 
an amendment that restores full and 
open competition but, in addition to 
that, seeks to set forth some processes 
to answer some of the very real con
cerns that the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has. 

We want to give him some processes 
to screen out people early in the proc
ess that do not have a chance of win
ning the bid. After all, it is not to 
small business' benefit to put a lot of 
money into a bid they cannot win, and 
that is not to the benefit of the Gov
ernment either, because it costs us 
time and money. So what we are trying 
to do is preserve real opportunity in 
the procurement process. 

Right now small business is a player 
in Federal procurement. Ninety per
cent of the firms providing supplies, 
services and construction for the Gov
ernment are small businesses. But 
while they dominate numerically, 
these small businesses account for 
about 18 to 20 percent of the dollars 
awarded. 

Mr. Chairman, over half of these 
awards are through full and open com
petition, and that number is growing. 
We heard regular testimony in the 
Committee on Small Business that half 
of all Government procurement dollars 
are awarded for large contracts, too big 
for small business. That means that 90 
percent of the contractors are compet
ing for half of the shrinking Federal 
purchasing pie. 

Mr. Chairman, the biggest concern 
among the small business community 
is access. All they want is a chance to 
compete, to show that they can do the 
job. But H.R. 1670, under the guise of 
procurement reform, will take away 
that chance to compete by allowing 
faceless bureaucrats to take a small 
businessman or woman's opportunity 
away with the stroke of a pen. 

Mr. Chairman, small business sup
ports procurement reform, but, more 
important, small business supports 
competition. H.R. 1670 is supposed to 
simplify the procurement by weeding 
out bids from firms that have no 
chance at winning a contract. Fair 
enough, but how? 

In title I, H.R. 1670 eliminates full 
and open competition in favor of com
petition whenever it is feasible or ap
propriate or efficient. Who decides fea
sibility? Some agency functionary. 
Who decides what is efficient? That 
same bureaucrat, the same people who 
gave us $600 hammers and costly coffee 
pots. 

We will be submitting letters from 
the Inspector General of the Depart
ment of Defense, and from the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs, saying "Do 
not do away with full and open com
petition." We will submit letters from 
a dozen or more small business groups, 
among them the Chamber of Commerce 
and Small Business United, and the 
Small Business Legislative Council and 
Women's Business Owners, many of 
them seeking to retain full and open 
competition. 

I think my bill, with the processes 
set forth, responds more to what the 
concerns of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER], are. But what
ever we do, I think we must retain full 
and open competition. 

0 1730 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

21/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HORN], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Government Man
agement. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this landmark procurement 

reform bill. I ask my colleagues to op
pose any amendment offered which 
would weaken this bill. 

The current acquisition system sad
dles businesses, both small and large, 
with a daunting array of red tape and 
mandates. These restrictions make 
doing business with the Federal Gov
ernment an administrative nightmare. 
H.R. 1670 would revolutionize govern
ment purchasing, something long over
due, in order to create a system that 
costs less and works better. It operates 
under a very simple proposal: stream
line, standardize, and save. 

Unfortunately, H.R. 1670 has been the 
subject of a significant amount of mis
information concerning small business 
and its impact on small business. It is 
time to clear up these misunderstand
ings. H.R. 1670 is good for small busi
ness. 

At the heart of H.R. 1670's reforms is 
the empowerment of government pur
chasing officers. Instead of only shuf
fling the large reams of paper required 
to fulfill the unique government re
quirements, at the present time, pur
chasing officers will now evaluate the 
procurement proposals and make a de
cision. This reform streamlines the 
procurement process, empowers gov
ernment workers, and creates a more 
efficient, more businesslike procure
ment process. 

Every business, both large and small, 
. will still have access to the protest 
process if they think the procurement 
officer who made that decision chose 
incorrectly. In fact, we are also im
proving the efficiency of the protest 
process as well. The 11 current protest 
boards, each operating with their own 
rules, regulations, and bureaucratic 
hoops, will be consolidated into two 
boards: One for defense procurement 
and one for nondefense procurement. A 
small company will not have to learn 
new rules for each and every govern
ment bid. The process is both stream
lined and standardized. 

In short, H.R. 1670 provides the au
thority for government purchasers and 
industry providers to use sound busi
ness practices in acquiring and selling 
goods and services. H.R. 1670 provides 
the commonsense answers to the very 
real problems of an overly bureaucratic 
system without eliminating small busi
ness protections. With support for H.R. 
1670, small business finally can partici
pate in a Federal marketplace that 
uses sound business practices. And, fi
nally, it saves the taxpayers money. 

I urge Members' vigorous support for 
H.R. 1670 and ask my colleagues to op
pose any weakening amendments. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 51/2 minutes to the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. 
MALONEY], the ranking Democratic 
member. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in reluctant opposition to H.R. 1670, 
the Federal Acquisition Reform Act, 
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offered by the chairman of the Com
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, Mr. CLINGER. 

I share the chairman's goal to shake 
up the system, streamline it, and cut 
the red tape. I thank the chairman for 
his genuine hard work on this issue, 
and I thank him for his sincere efforts 
to reach a bipartisan consensus on this 
bill. We are very close to that consen
sus. 

Unfortunately, there are several 
unaddressed fundamental problems 
with the substance of this bill. This bill 
alters the longstanding principle of full 
and open competition for Federal con
tracts. Members will hear that it re
tains the words "full and open competi
tion," true. But the problem is, it adds 
new words, loopholes, blank checks, 
and qualifiers. The new language does 
not preserve the old standard, which is 
the best standard for saving taxpayers' 
dollars and allowing small businesses 
to compete in the procurement process. 

Under this bill, contracting personnel 
are authorized to use other than com
petitive procedures under two new and 
excessively broad exceptions to com
petition; namely, when the use of com
petitive procedure is not, and I quote, 
"feasible or appropriate," under regu
lation to be prescribed, another blank 
check for agency contracting person
nel. 

Mr. Chairman, I really do not under
stand the other party's support for this 
part of the bill. I join the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] in lauding, 
really, the chairman of the committee 
on many fine parts of the bill. But 
Members of that party are regularly 
pressing in this body for cost and risk 
assessment to control the bureaucrats 
in the area of health, security, and en
vironment. But in this bill, they give 
blank checks to these bureaucrats for 
the procurement of over $200 billion of 
taxpayers' money in Federal procure
ment. 

The case to replace full and open 
competition has not been made. In the 
hearings that were held, no one testi
fied in support of removing full and 
open competition. In fact, many peo
ple, particularly small business, testi
fied in support of it. 

I would like submit into the RECORD 
a letter from the deputy inspector gen
eral of the Department of Defense to 
the gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. 
COLLINS] that very clearly states his 
belief that this fully and open standard 
must be maintained to protect tax
payers' dollars and to allow small busi
nesses to compete in the process. 

Also the bill robs money from Amer
ican taxpayers. Existing law says that, 
when a defense contractor sells weap
ons and technology to a foreign govern
ment, research and development funded 
by taxpayers, then the defense contrac
tor must pay a portion of profit back 
to the Government to pay for that re
search and development The recovery 

of funds is called recoupment. The au
thors of this bill are eliminating 
recoupmen t, calling it a tax on Amer
ican defense contractors. 

I say recoupment gives a fair return 
for the American taxpayers' invest
ment in the research and development 
of new weapons and technology. I in
tend to offer an amendment to restore 
it, and it would mean well over a bil
lion dollars to our Treasury over 5 
years. 

Finally, the Clinger bill allows sim
plified acquisition procedures for the 
purchase of all so-called commercial 
products, no matter what the dollar 
value. 

Last year we passed the Federal Ac
quisition Streamlining Act, a land
mark bill that raised the threshold for 
simplified procedures to $100,000 and 
$250,000 after the implementation of 
electronic bulletin boards and Federal 
procurement. This provision allows of
ficials to purchase basic goods like 
salad dressing and small items without 
undue red tape. 

It is a good bill and I support it. How
ever, this bill, H.R. 1670, would entirely 
eliminate any threshold. It would not 
cut red tape, since 90 percent of all pur
chases are under $100,000. 

In the name of simplifying the pro
curement statutes, this bill grants reg
ulation writers sweeping authority to 
establish procedures and guidelines. 
That seems to me completely contrary 
to . the professed Republican view that 
these regulators need to be restrained. 

With a few changes, H.R. 1670 could 
represent an excellent second step to 
follow the changes made last year and 
those made by Vice President GORE. 
Until those changes are made, I must 
oppose this bill. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH], another fresh
man, a very valuable member of the 
committee. 

Mr. ERHLICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 1670. I ap
plaud the leadership and diligent work 
of the chairman. It is a pleasure to 
work with such a fine gentleman and 
members of the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1670 proposes a 
procurement system that Government 
can manage more efficiently and effec
tively as well as a system that will 
benefit all American taxpayers. Mr. 
Chairman, Federal procurement should 
be of interest to every American tax
payer. In the end, the $200 billion-with 
a B-dollars the Federal Government 
spends every year on procurement 
functions is a nondiscriminating tax on 
every American citizen. 

Mr. Chairman, fundamental reform of 
how the Federal Government works 
has been the backbone behind just 
about everything we have debated and 
voted upon on this floor over the past 
8 months. Business as usual is no 
longer the business at hand in this 

Congress. This Congress is changing 
the way Washington works. 

During the next few weeks, we will be 
deciding how to balance the Federal 
budget. But this fight will mean noth
ing, Mr. Chairman, if we perpetuate a 
Federal Government which saddles it
self with the gross inefficiencies of an 
out-of-date procurement system. Amer
ican taxpayers not only deserve a bal
anced budget, Mr. Chairman, but also a 
Federal Government cooperating to 
preserve our country's fiscal integrity. 

I have often remarked how our busi
nesses are beset by excessive and bur
densome regulations and how these 
costs are ultimately passed on to the 
consumer. Well, Mr. Chairman, the 
Federal procurement process is a per
fect example of how the Government 
itself can become the victim of its own 
overregula ti on. 

I have said this before. It is a vicious 
cycle, Mr. Chairman. The least of our 
worries now is a shortage of laws regu
lating Federal procurement, Mr. Chair
man. The thousands of pages I am hold
ing here in my hand constitute the 
Federal acquisition regulations. They 
must be streamlined. 

H.R. 1670 assures the business com
munity that competition in the Fed
eral procurement process remains full 
and open. The Federal procurement 
system has been hampered by its own 
unnecessary government-unique re
quirements. Its costs are escalated by 
its own rules and regulations, and its 
ability to promote free and open and 
full competition among the private 
sector is stifled by the red tape of its 
own bureaucracy. Please support H.R. 
1670. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire how much time remains on 
both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has 
21 minutes remaining, and the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] has 
121/2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT], another very 
valuable and contributing member of 
our committee. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman of the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight 
for yielding time to me. 

We just heard from my colleague, the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. EHR
LICH] about the amount of regulation 
that we have in terms of Government 
procurement. Let me see if I can ex
plain what that really means ulti
mately to the taxpayers. 

Earlier this year I was visiting with 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HUNTER] who chairs one of the commit
tees or subcommittees that is respon
sible for buying items for the Depart
ment of Defense. He told me that in the 
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Department of Defense we have some
thing like 106,000 people who are listed 
as buyers. That is the bad news. The 
news gets worse. It is estimated th~y 
may have as many as 200,000 managers 
of those 106,000 buyers. 

We buy approximately one F-16 fight
er aircraft a week. To buy that fighter 
aircraft, we have something like 1,646 
buyers. Just about one F-16 a week. 
And part of the reason it takes so 
many buyers ~nd so many administra
tors and so many manager&--and that 
is just the Department of Defense, that 
is repeated all throughout the Federal 
Government-is because of all of these 
rules and regulations that we have put 
upon the procurement process. 

Earlier this year I met with some 
electronics manufacturers. One of them 
gave me this little electronic disk, it is 
a little circuit board. This circuit 
board goes into an M-1 Abrams tank. It 
costs the manufacturer about $2 to 
manufacture this board. They sell it to 
the Department of DefensEi for $15, in 
part because they have! to jump 
through all of ithese hoops to do busi
ness with the Federal Government. 

This is a very important bill, my col
leagues. It will ultimately, I think, 
save the taxpayers billions of dollars. 
It makes common sense. As a matter of 
fact, one example, it is estimated that 
this could ~ave in the pq.rchase of each 
one of those F-16 fighter aircrftft, we 
might be 1ble to save as muc:ti as $2 
million. Thil t is real money. 

This makes common sense. This is 
the kind of thing I think the voters 
voted for back in November. So I 
strongly suppprt H.R. 1670, and I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

0 17r 
Mr. CLING~R. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 2 m· utes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Clinger-Spence1 procure
ment reform initiative to untangle the 
current mass of requirements tha.t 
make up the Federal procurement sys
tem. These requirements lead simply 
to too much money being spent for too 
little product. In fact, studies show 
that such Government-specific man
dates add a 20-percen t pre mi um to the 
$200 billion the Federal Government 
spends annually on the goods and serv
ices it needs to operate. 

It is particularly important during 
this time of declining Federal re
sources that we find ways to allocate 
our resources in a more thoughtful, 
meaningful and efficient manner. H.R. 
1670 provides part of the solution by 
transforming the current complex web 
of rules into a more common sense ap
proach to doing business with the Gov
ernment, much like that used by 
worldclass commercial firms. 

This legislation before us represents 
a significant shift in the operation of 
our Federal procurement system to 

I 
me~t the needs of the American tax- Today we can take and pass a vote for 
payer. I wholeheartedly support this doing exactly that. I wholeheartedly 
reform effort. and urge my colleagues support this reform effort. It is a big 
to support this measure! and oppose any giveback to the American taxpayer 
weakening amendments. with this effort. I urge my colleagues 
B~tter Goyernment does not mean to support this measure and, frankly, 

bigger Goveittnment---it means more ef- to oppose any weakening amendments. 
ficient Gov~rnment. This is the mes- It is an important step towards reform
sage we will ~e sending today if we sup- ing and providing common sense to
port this legiislation. It is my pleasure wards the procurement efforts in Can
to join with my colleagues in support gress. It saves money for exactly the 
of H.R. 1670, the Federal Acquisition same bottom line. For that, I think we 
Reform Act of 1995. This legislation ef- owe a great deal of gratitude to the 
fectively changes the way the Federal gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Government buys goods and services CLINGER] and the gentleman from 
and revolutionizes the current procure- South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE]. I believe 
ment system. we should all support this measure. 

As chairman of the Budget Commit- Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
tee's National Security Working pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen
Group, I am pleased to note that H.R. · tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
1670 incorporates some of the changes BLUTE], a stalwart member of the com
recommended in legislation developed mittee. 
by the Working Group-H.R. 1368, the Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, the legis
Department of Defense Acquisition lation before us, H.R. 1670, the Federal 
Management Reform Act of 1995. Acquisition Reform Act, will enable 

H.R. 1670 streamlines many of the un- businesses to compete much more ef
necessary procedures in the current fectively in the Federal marketplace. 
system which increases costs to the Each year our Government spends ap
Department of Defense, the Govern- proximately $200 billion for goods and 
ment's largest single buyer, and there- services ranging from weapons systems 
fore meets the needs of American tax- to everyday commodities. According to 
payers, who pay for our Nation's de- a report prepared by the Secretary of 
fense. Defense, the Government pays an addi-

The Federal Acquisition Reform Act tional 20-percent premium for the 
rewards people in Government who can goods and services it acquires solely 
get the job done on time while holding because of the requirements it imposes 
down costs. on its contractors, a 20-percent pre-

I would like to thank Chairman mium. Clearly, some requirements are 
CLINGER and Chairman SPENCE for needed. But taxpayers pay a premium 
their diligence and perseverance in for many unnecessary, duplicative pro
pursuing such bold reforms and urge cedures. 
my colleagues to support H.R. 1670 H.R. 1670 streamlines these proce-
wi thout any weakening amendments. dures without compromising any nec-

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am essary safeguards. H.R. 1670 reaffirms 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen- the underpinnings of the Government's 
tlewoman from New York [Ms. MOL- acquisition system by placing in stat
INARI]. ute the policy of Government reliance 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I rise on the private sector to supply the 
in support of the Clinger-Spence pro- products and services the Government 
curement reform initiative to untangle needs. This has been a longstanding ad
the current mass of requirements that ministrative policy of the Federal Gov
too often have our Federal managers ernment since the days of Eisenhower. 
tied up in knots. These managers have It is particularly significant at this 
to select goods and services according time, as we are reassessing the role of 
to how easy they are to procure rather Government to reinforce our reliance 
then how good the quality is. on the free enterprise system as the 

Would you buy a computer that way? source of goods and services to fulfill 
How about medicine, or a new build- the public's needs. 
ing? Every year Uncle Sam buys over I commend the chairmen, the gen
$200 billion worth of goods and services, tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
and he does it exactly that way. CLINGER] and the gentleman from 
Whether we are buying paper clips or South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] for bring
tanks, this tacks on a 20-percent pre- ing forth this important and common
mium to the price tag. Its Government- sense legislation. This is truly re
specific mandates and requirements inventing government. Even more, it is 
leads to too much money being spent entrepreneurial government at its best. 
for too little product. I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 

The bottom line is we cannot, and 1670, without any weakening amend
even if we could we should not, indulge ments, in order to let the system meet 
in such regulation. With declining Fed- the needs of the Government, industry, 
eral dollars, we have to find ways to al- and ultimately and importantly, the 
locate our resources in a more produc- taxpayer. 
tive manner. Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-

We talk a lot in this Chamber about man, I yield myself such time as I may 
getting rid of Government waste. consume. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am a bit confused 

when I hear the other side of the aisle 
talking about weakening amendments. 
It seems to me the amendments that I 
have before me are all amendments 
that are going to be very, very helpful. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been my under
standing that free and open competi
tion is the American way, that it is 
something we have always wanted. 
There is no way that free and open 
competition is going to be harmful to 
the American people. There is no way 
that free and open competition is going 
to be more costly to those of us who 
are taxpayers, and we are all, in fact, 
taxpayers. I just do not understand the 
rationale when the other side of the 
aisle seems to be so thoroughly against 
free and open competition. 

No place have I seen at all where 
there is a disagreement by the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce which says that 
free and open competition is what we 
need. We have not been misguided by 
what their letter has said to us. It just 
seems to me it is something we ought 
to all keep in mind. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BASS], a member of the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 1670. Before my col
leagues vote to considerably weaken 
this bill, I would ask them to consider 
the reforms being offered here today by 
the chairmen, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPENCE]. 

H.R. 1670 would enable businesses to 
compete effectively in both commer
cial and Government markets, and 
would eliminate many of the contract
ing requirements unique to the Govern
ment that increase the cost of doing 
business with it. We have heard this 
from prior speakers. The simplification 
of unwieldy requirements and proce
dures will also encourage more busi
nesses to enter the Federal market
place which may have been intimidated 
by the current system. These busi
nesses just simply cannot deal with the 
system as it is today. These changes 
will enable the Government to take ad
vantage of leading technology firms, 
the technology being supplied by these 
firms important to the Government. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port the Federal Acquisition Reform 
Act in the interests of efficiency, a 
strengthened supplier base, increased 
competition, and reduced procurement 
costs. I urge my colleagues to vote 
against any amendments that are of
fered that will weaken this bill and 
make the system work more slowly 
and more bureaucratically. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-

tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPENCE], the cosponsor of this legisla
tion and the very able Mid excellent 
chairman of the Committee on Na
tional Security. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 1670, the Federal 
Acquisition Reform Act of 1995. 

This legislation represents an impor
tant leap forward in reforming today's 
antiquated and inefficient Federal pro
curement system. 

Last year, Congress enacted com
prehensive acquisition reform legisla
tion that is just now beginning to work 
itself through the regulatory process. 
The Federal Acquisition Streamlining 
Act was a good start in making needed 
incremental changes to the system. 

I realize that some may wonder why 
we are launching yet another round of 
acquisition reform while the last one is 
still going through the implementation 
process. The answer is simple-we can
not afford to wait for last year's mod
est reforms to go into effect before fix
ing the fundamental problems ailing 
the current system. 

Mr. Chairman, what is required today 
is fundamental reform, not incremen
tal reform. The American taxpayer 
pays too much for the goods and serv
ices bought by the Federal Govern
ment. The current system results in 
products that are too costly, many 
times outdated, and of questionable 
quality. 

This issue is of critical importance 
because how the Federal Government 
buys goods and services affects the 
budgets and programs under the juris
diction of every single committee of 
the House. As we all contemplate the 
difficult fiscal reality of moving to
ward a balanced budget in 7 years, we 
must fix today's inefficient procure
ment system in order to maximize re
turn on every single Federal tax dollar. 

As the Federal Government's largest 
single buyer, nowhere do these prob
lems apply more than in the Depart
ment of Defense. While the concurrent 
budget resolution adopted by this 
House does increase Defense spending 
relative to the President's budget re
quest, even this spending level will not 
adequately cover the many critical 
military capability, readiness, and 
quality-of-life shortfalls facing the 
military in the years ahead. 

I supported this budget as it struck a 
prudent balance between halting the 
10-year slide in Defense spending and 
putting us on a track toward a bal
anced Federal budget. But I also realize 
that the shortfalls created by the dras
tic reductions in spending of the past 
few years will require that we aggres
sively find additional funds from with
in the Defense program. 

It makes necessary process reforms that will 
streamline procedures, reduce the costly over
head associated with Federal procurements, 
and allow the Government to buy commer
cially more often. 

Mr. Chairman, the House National Security 
Committee shares jurisdiction on these issues 
and received sequential referral of this legisla
tion. In that capacity, we have been working 
with the Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee to iron out some last remaining dif
ferences. I am happy to report that we have 
reached an agreement on these differences 
and that I will be offering an amendment later 
on reflecting these changes. I want to com
mend Chairman CLINGER and Representative 
COLLINS for the cooperative spirit in which they 
have dealt with our committee and for the will
ingness to work out these last remaining dif
ferences. 

Mr. Chair·man, I am told that there may be 
some amendments from the minority or from 
the Small Business Committee that could have 
the effect of walking back many of the impor
tant provisions of H.R. 1670. These amend
ments, while well intentioned, would revert 
back to the same timid and ineffective reforms 
that we have engaged in for the past 10 
years. What is needed is fundamental reform. 
H.R. 1670 is such fundamental reform. 

In closing, I urge my colleagues to defeat 
any weakening amendments that may be of
fered by those seeking to protect the status 
quo system. While change is always unsettling 
to some, there is no aspect of the Federal 
Government that could stand more change 
than the Federal procurement system. 

H.R. 1670 represents such change, and I 
urge my colleagues to support the Govern
ment Reform and National Security Commit
tees in pursuing this important objective. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely believe we 
can improve Government procurement. 
There are many provisions in this bill 
that were developed in a very biparti
san manner to reduce the number of 
steps in the procurement process. In 
fact, many of these c:ijanges were rec
ommended by Vice President GORE. We 
have disagreed on just one item, the re
quirement that we have full and open 
competition. 

Full and open competition reduces 
the cost of the Government, it does not 
add to the burden of procurement. Full 
and open competition lets new busi
ness, small business, compete. Our 
amendment would also give necessary 
flexibility to Government officials to 
discuss with businesses whether they 
have a chance to win any kind of pro
curement opportunity, so that compa
nies with hopeless causes 'Can volun
tarily withdraw. 

This is not adding anything, this is in 
fact helping to streamline the whole 
process while keeping full and open 
competition. Full and open competi
tion actually keeps bureaucrats from 
using prejudice and an old boy network 
to exclude worthy businesses. That is 
all we are talking about. That is all we 
are going to be talking about in my 
amendment. It just seems to me that 
we have to make a case for full and 
open competition. If it were not for 
this one hang-up that we have in this 
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legislation, we would be on our way 
home right now. We could have prob
ably voted for this piece of legislation 
and have been out of here. 

I have to repeat that nowhere has the 
case been made to change the competi
tion standard. The procurement proc
ess can be streamlined, as I said just 
now, and I agree with many of the pro
visions that are here. It just seems to 
me that we ought to get about the 
business of taking care of full and open 
competition so we can be on our way, 
so small business, large business, 
megabusinesses can all have a fair 
shake at getting Federal Government 
contracts. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

D 1800 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 1 minute, just to indicate that I 
think that the gentlewoman said that 
we could have been out of here if we 
could resolve this one niggling little 
disagreement. 

I have to suggest that it is a little 
more than a minor disagreement. I 
think that in my view it really goes to 
the heart of this bill. We have a fun
damental disagreement over the im
pact. 

I believe, and I hope a majority will 
believe, that what we have provided 
here is the kind of flexibility we need 
to really get the reforms that are nec
essary. The other side does not agree 
with that, so we will debate that in 
more detail later on, but it is not a 
minor disagreement, I would have to 
say. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HUNTER], a very key and senior mem
ber of the Committee on National Se
curity. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me thank the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services and the chairman of 
the Committee on Government Oper
ations for their great work. Let me 
give a dimension to this problem that 
has not been explored before. 

This year in the Department of De
fense we are going to be spending about 
$40 billion for procurement of weapons 
systems. That is for aircraft, for ships, 
for submarines, and for all that equip
ment that our Armed Forces use, so we 
spend about $40 billion for equipment. 

Well, folks, we have about 300,000 
Government shoppers buying that 
equipment. Those 300,000 Government 
shoppers, that is two U.S. Marine Corps 
of shoppers. I call them the 173rd Air
borne shopping division, call them the 
Big Red One shopping di vision, but 
those shoppers are necessary because 
we have built a mountainous system of 
regulations that says if you buy a mili
tary airplane for $100 million, you will 
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spend abut $40 million that you pay in 
salaries to the Pentagon for the service 
of buying it. 

If we do not start reducing the regu
lations, and this bill goes a long way 
toward doing that, we are going to con
tinue to maintain two U.S. Marine 
Corps for the service of shopping for 
weapon systems. That is not in the in
terest of the taxpayers. 

I commend the gentlemen for their 
hard work. I just hope everybody in the 
House realizes the efficiencies that we 
can achieve if we will pass this bill. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. CHAMBLISS], another member 
from the Committee on National Secu
rity, which is the cocommittee with 
our committee in bringing this legisla
tion to the floor. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, the 
Clinger-Spence acquisition reform bill 
before you will finish the job begun by 
the Congress last year. Consider the 
changes proposed by the bill: Changing 
competition requirements so that they 
are reasonable in light of the need; es
tablishing commercial-like procedures 
for Government procurement; reform
ing procurement integrity so that it no 
longer stifles the process; making 
American companies more competitive 
on the international market; stream
lining the burdensome certification 
process; consolidating the many dis
pute resolution mechanisms into a sin
gle review board. 

These are all commonsense answers 
to the very real problem of redtape and 
an overly bureaucratic procurement 
process. This Congress is finally apply
ing real-world family and business 
practices to our budgets and our ad
ministration of Federal programs. Why 
not apply these standards to Federal 
purchasers? 

When this bill was first put forward 
as an amendment to the Defense au
thorization, many business groups 
voiced their concern over the new ap
proach to the process. They were con
cerned that this legislation would in 
some way limit their ability to freely 
and openly pursue con tracts. 

Since that time, Chairmen CLINGER 
and SPENCE have worked very hard to 
address these concerns. They have 
made very important changes that pro
tect the rights of business while main
taining the commonsense approach 
that serves as the basis of the legisla
tion. 

I commend Chairmen SPENCE and 
CLINGER for working so hard to bring 
these needed changes to Government. 
The changes will be good for business, 
and ultimately they will be good for 
the taxpayers. Support the Clinger
Spence procurement reform bill and re
ject this amendment. 

However well-intentioned, the 
amendment of my colleague from Illi
nois woul«i embrace the status quo and 
prevent the kind of reform that will 
get to the heart of this unruly process. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute, if I may, just to indi
cate that as we near the end of this de
bate, I think it has been a very full and 
open debate, and I think we have 
touched on some of the issues that will 
be part of the debate that will follow 
this as we consider the bill title by 
title. 

It is a significant, I think, reform, a 
dramatic reform, if you will , of what 
we have had to live with and what pro
curement people have had to live with 
for so long in trying to do the people's 
business, what we heard in witness 
after witness from the procurement 
community. These are dedicated public 
servants who are really trying to do 
the job that we ask them to do but feel 
that they have been hamstrung, lim
ited, wrapped up in redtape, and unable 
to really accomplish what we all want 
them to do, which is to get the best 
bargain that they can for the Federal 
Government. 

We preserve full and open competi
tion, and that I think needs to be 
stressed. We do provide that the Fed
eral Government has a role to play in 
determining what they need on any 
given procurement, how broad do they 
need to cast the net to get that, and 
making a winnowing process at the be
ginning of the process rather than well 
down the road. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a great honor for 
me to yield the balance of our time to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH], the Speaker of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 3 min
utes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my good friend from Pennsylva
nia for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to say 
that I am very, very proud that we are 
bringing to the floor and giving our 
Members a chance to join in a very fun
damental reform to fix the Federal pro
curement system. The Federal Acquisi
tion Reform Act of 1995 is a step to
ward bringing us into the 21st century. 

The fact is Federal procurement is, I 
think, one of the most inefficient 
things the Federal Government does. 
One recent estimate is that taxpayers 
today pay basically a 20-percent pre
mium on Federal purchases. 

That is, if you are to take a product 
and ask what would it cost you as a 
private citizen to go buy it, and that 
costs, say, $100, you would find that for 
the very same product it costs you $120 
if your Government buys it. So you as 
a taxpayer are not just paying for the 
legitimate requirements but you are in 
fact paying more than you should be 
paying. 

But there is something deeper. Be
cause our procurement system today is 
so slow and so cumbersome and so 
filled with redtape and is so time con
suming, we end up buying products 
that are in fact obsolete by the time we 
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can get around to procuring them. In 
fact, in computers, we actually take 
longer to figure out how to buy the 
c0mputer than the lifecycle of current 
computers. 

I use some examples. This is an FAA 
vacuum tube. If there is any single ar
gument for this act, this is a Federal 
Aviation Administration vacuum tube 
which we are currently buying for the 
air traffic control system. This is an 
Intel Pentium chip, which is 3,100,000 of 
the vacuum tubes. In a period when 
you could be buying this, and instead 
you are buying this, you clearly have 
an opportunity for dramatic improve
ment. 

I commend my colleagues on the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. They have produced a bill 
which has the American Electronics 
Association, the Electronic Industry 
Association, the American Defense 
Preparedness Association, the Contract 
Services Association, the Professional 
Services Council, and the list goes on 
and on, group after group that knows 
that in the modern world, agile, lean, 
private corporations using the best in
formation technologies are literally 
purchasing circles around a slow, cum
bersome, redtape-ridden Federal Gov
ernment. 

The National Taxpayers Union and 
the Americans for Tax Reform both 
recognize that thE> Federal Acquisition 
Reform Act of 1995 will improve the lot 
of the taxpayer. They urge a "yes" 
vote. 

Let me say in closing that I com
mend my good friend, Chairman 
CLINGER. I urge every Member of the 
House, on behalf of the taxpayers and 
on behalf of a better, more effective 
government that you can be proud of, I 
hope you will vote "yes" today on the 
Federal Acquistion Reform Act. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of this amendment to eliminate this 
unwarranted subsidy for defense contractors. 

Every year, U.S. taxpayers spend more than 
$30 billion to develop weapons systems for 
the military. That Federal spending has led to 
the creation of the most technologically ad
vanced military in the world, armed with 
Stealth bombers, Tomahawk missiles, and su
personic attack aircraft. Throughout the cold 
war and especially during the 1980's, this 
country sacrificed funding for education, nutri
tion, biomedical research, and health care in 
order to support a bloated Defense budget. 

Unfortunately, we see that trend continuing 
this year with cuts in nearly every social pro
gram, including Medicare and Medicaid, while 
increasing spending by $2.1 billion for the mili
tary. 

Now, we see that some in Congress would 
like to toss our costly investment out the win
dow by allowing foreign countries to benefit 
from the technological advances, made 
through taxpayer funded R&D, without having 
to pay for it. When U.S. defense companies 
sell their wares abroad, the United States has 
a right to be compensated for our help in de
veloping their weapons. In the past 5 years, 

that dividend has amounted to nearly $1 billion 
in deficit reduction for the United States. Are 
we really willing to throw away a billion dollars 
of our constituents money at time when we 
say we want to balance the budget? Are we 
going to ask veterans to endure cuts in their 
benefits, while at the same time voting for the 
Nation's wealthiest defense contractors? I say 
"no." The Citizens Against Government 
Waste, who supports this amendment, say 
"no." And most importantly, the military retir
ees, whose benefits will be slashed to pay for 
this subsidy for arms merchants, say no. I 
urge my colleagues to support the Maloney, 
DeFazio, Berman amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the Committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute printed in the bill shall be con
sidered by titles as an original bill for 
.the purpose of amendment. The first 
two sections and each title are consid
ered read. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole may accord prior
ity in recognition to a Member who has 
caused an amendment to be printed in 
the designated place in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time 
during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may reduce to not less than 
5 minutes the time for voting by elec
tronic device on any postponed ques
tion that immediately follows another 
vote by electronic device without in
tervening business, provided that the 
time for voting by electronic device on 
the first in any series of questions shall 
not be less than 15 minutes. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the " Federal Ac

quisition Reform Act of 1995" . 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to section 1? 
If not, the Clerk will designate s~c

tion 2. 
The text of section 2 is as follows: 

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
The table of contents for this Act is as fol

lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I- COMPETITION 
Sec. 101. Improvement of competition re

quirements. 
Sec. 102. Definitions relating to competi

tion requirements. 
Sec. 103. Contract solicitation amend-

ments. 
Sec. 104. Preaward debriefings. 
Sec. 105. Contract types. 
Sec. 106. Contract performance. 

TITLE II-COMMERCIAL ITEMS 
Sec. 201. Commercial item exception to re

quirement for cost of pricing data and infor
mation limitations. 

Sec. 202. Application of simplified proce
dures to commercial items. 

Sec. 203. Amendment to definition of com
mercial items. 

Sec. 204. Inapplicability of cost accounting 
standards to contracts and subcontracts for 
commercial i terns. 

TITLE III-ADDITIONAL REFORM 
PROVISIONS 

Sec. 301. Government reliance on the pri
vate sector. 

Sec. 302. Elimination of certain certifi
cation requirements. 

Sec. 303. Amendment to commencement 
and expiration of authority to conduct cer
tain tests of procurement procedures. 

Sec. 304. International competitiveness. 
Sec. 305. Procurement integrity. 
Sec. 306. Further acquisition streamlining 

provisions. 
Sec. 307. Justification of major defense ac

quisition programs and meeting goals. 
Sec. 308. Enhanced performance incentives 

for acquisition workforce. 
Sec. 309. Results oriented acquisition pro

gram cycle. 
Sec. 310. Rapid contracting goal. 
Sec. 311. Encouragement of multiyear con

tracting. 
Sec. 312. Contractor share of gains and 

losses from cost, schedule, and performance 
experience. 

Sec. 313. Phase funding of defense acquisi
tion programs. 

Sec. 314. Improved Department of Defense 
contract payment procedures. 

Sec. 315. Consideration of past performance 
in assignment to acquisition positions. 

Sec. 316. Additional Department of Defense 
pilot programs. 

Sec. 317. Value engineering for Federal 
agencies. 

Sec. 318. Acquisition workforce. 
TITLE IV- STREAMLINING OF DISPUTE 

RESOLUTION 
SUBTITLE A- GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 401. Definitions. 
SUBTITLE B-ESTABLISHMENT OF CIVILIAN AND 

DEFENSE BOARDS OF CONTRACT APPEALS 

Sec. 411. Establishment. 
Sec. 412. Membership. 
Sec. 413. Chairman. 
Sec. 414. Rulemaking authority. 
Sec. 415. Authorization of appropriations. 

SUBTITLE C-FUNCTIONS OF DEFENSE AND 
CIVILIAN BOARDS OF CONTRACT APPEALS 

Sec. 421. Alternative dispute resolution 
services. 

Sec. 422. Alternative dispute resolution of 
disputes and protests submitted to boards. 

Sec. 423. Contract disputes. 
Sec. 424. Protests. 
Sec. 425. Applicability to certain contracts. 

SUBTITLE D---REPEAL OF OTHER STATUTES 
AUTHORIZING ADMINISTRATIVE PROTESTS 

Sec. 431. Repeals. 
SUBTITLE E-TRANSFERS AND TRANSITIONAL, 

SAVINGS, AND CONFORMING PROVISIONS 

Sec. 441. Transfer and allocation of appro
priations and personnel. 

Sec. 442. Terminations and savings provi
sions. 

Sec. 443. Contract disputes authority of 
boards. 

Sec. 444. References to agency boards of 
contract appeals. 

Sec. 445. Conforming amendments. 
SUBTITLE F- EFFECTIVE DATE; INTERIM 

APPOINTMENT AND RULES 

Sec. 451. Effective date. 
Sec. 452. Interim appointment. 
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Sec. 453. Interim rules. 

TITLE V-EFFECTIVE DATES AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 

Sec. 501. Effective date and applicability. 
Sec. 502. Implementing regulations. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to section 2? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 

I. 
The text of title I is as follows: 

TITLE I-COMPETITION 
SEC. 101. IMPROVEMENT OF COMPETITION RE· 

QUIREMENTS. 
(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISITIONS.-(1) Sec

tion 2304 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended to read as fallows: 
"§ 2304. Contracts: competition requirements 

"(a) COMPETITION.-(]) Except as provided in 
subsections (b), (c), and (e) and except in the 
case of procurement procedures otherwise ex
pressly authorized by statute, the head of an 
agency in conducting a procurement for prop
erty or services-

"( A) shall obtain full and open competition
"(i) that provides open access, and 
"(ii) that is consistent with the need to effi

ciently fulfill the Government's requirements, 
through the use of competitive procedures in ac
cordance with this chapter and the Federal Ac
quisition Regulation; and 

"(B) shall use the competitive procedure or 
combination of competitive procedures that is 
best suited under the circumstances of the pro
curement. 

"(2) In determining the competitive procedure 
appropriate under the circumstances, the head 
of an agency-

"( A) shall solicit sealed bids if-
"(i) time permits the solicitation, submission, 

and evaluation of sealed bids; 
"(ii) the award will be made on the basis of 

price and other price-related factors; 
"(iii) it is not necessary to conduct discussions 

with the responding sources about their bids; 
and 

"(iv) there is a reasonable expectation of re
ceiving more than one sealed bid; and 

"(B) shall request competitive proposals if 
sealed bids are not appropriate under clause 
(A). 

"(b) EXCLUSION OF PARTICULAR SOURCE.-The 
head of an agency may provide for the procure
ment of property or services covered by this 
chapter using competitive procedures but ex
cluding a particular source in order to establish 
or maintain an alternative source or sources of 
supply for that property or service. The Federal 
Acquisition Regulation shall set forth the cir
cumstances under which a particular source 
may be excluded pursuant to this subsection. 

"(c) EXCLUSION OF CONCERNS OTHER THAN 
SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS AND CERTAIN OTHER 
ENTITIES.-The head of an agency may provide 
for the procurement of property or services cov
ered by this section using competitive proce
dures, but excluding concerns other than small 
business concerns in furtherance of sections 9 
and 15 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638, 
644) and concerns other than small business 
concerns, historically Black colleges and univer
sities, and minority institutions in furtherance 
of section 2323 of this title. 

"(d) PROCEDURES OTHER THAN COMPETITIVE 
PROCEDURES.-(1) Procedures other than com
petitive procedures may be used for purchasing 
property and services only when the use of com
petitive procedures is not feasible or appro
priate. Standards for determining when the use 
of competitive procedures is not feasible or ap
propriate shall be set forth in the Federal Acqui
sition Regulation. Each procurement using pro
cedures other than competitive procedures 

(other than a procurement for commercial items 
using simplified procedures or a procurement in 
an amount not greater than the simplified ac
quisition threshold) shall be justified in writing 
and approved in accordance with the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation. 

"(2) In the case of a procurement using proce
dures that preclude all but one source from re
sponding (hereinafter in this subsection ref erred 
to as a 'sole source procurement'), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation shall provide for jus
tification and approval under paragraph (1) of 
such procurement under standards that set 
forth limited circumstances for such sole source 
procurements, including circumstances when-

"( A) the property or services needed by the 
agency are available from only one responsible 
source and no other type of property or services 
will satisfy the needs of the agency; 

"(B) the agency's need for the property or 
services is of such an unusual and compelling 
urgency that the United States would be seri
ously injured unless the agency is permitted to 
award the contract for the property or services 
to a particular source; 

"(C) it is necessary to award the contract to 
a particular source in order (i) to maintain a fa
cility, producer, manufacturer, or other supplier 
available for furnishing property or services in 
case of a national emergency or to achieve in
dustrial mobilization, (ii) to establish or main
tain an essential engineering, research, or devel
opment capability to be provided by an edu
cational or other nonprofit institution or a fed
erally funded research and development center, 
or (iii) to procure the services of an exPert for 
use, in any litigation or dispute (including any 
reasonably foreseeable litigation or dispute) in
volving the Federal Government, in any trial, 
hearing, or proceeding before any court, admin
istrative tribunal, or agency, or in any part of 
an alternative dispute resolution process, 
whether or not the expert is expected to testify; 

"(D) the terms of an international agreement 
or a treaty between the United States and a for
eign government or international organization, 
or the written directions of a foreign government 
reimbursing the agency for the cost of the pro
curement of the property or services for such 
government, have the effect of requiring the 
award of the contract for the property or serv
ices to a particular source; 

"(E) subject to section 2304f, a statute ex
pressly authorizes or requires that the procure
ment be made through another agency or from 
a specified source, or the agency's need is for a 
brand-name commercial item for authorized re
sale; 

"( F) the disclosure of the agency's needs 
would compromise the national security unless 
the agency is permitted to award the contract 
for the property or services needed by the agen
cy to a particular source; or 

"(G) the head of the agency-
"(i) determines that it is necessary in the pub

lic interest to award the contract for the prop
erty or services needed by the agency to a par
ticular source in the particular procurement 
concerned, and 

"(ii) notifies the Congress in writing of such 
determination not less than 30 days before the 
award of the contract. 

"(3) The authority of the head of an agency 
under paragraph (2)(G) may not be delegated. 

"(e) SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURES.-(1) In order to 
promote efficiency and economy in contracting 
and to avoid unnecessary burdens for agencies 
and contractors, the Federal Acquisition Regu
lation shall provide for special simplified proce
dures for purchases of property and services for 
amounts not greater than the simplified acquisi
tion threshold. 

"(2) A proposed purchase or contract for an 
amount above the simplified acquisition thresh-

old may not be divided into several purchases or 
contracts for lesser amounts in order to use the 
simplified procedures required by paragraph (1). 

"(3) In using simplified procedures, the head 
of an agency shall ensure that competition is 
obtained to the maximum extent practicable con
sistent with the particular Government require
ment. 

"(f) CERTAIN CONTRACTS.-for the purposes of 
the following laws, purchases or contracts 
awarded after using procedures other than 
sealed-bid procedures shall be treated as if they 
were made with sealed-bid procedures: 

"(1) The Walsh-Healey Act (41 U.S.C. 35-45). 
"(2) The Act entitled 'An Act relating to the 

rate of wages for laborers and mechanics em
ployed on public buildings of the United States 
and the District of Columbia by contractors and 
subcontractors, and for other purposes', ap
proved March 3, 1931 (commonly referred to as 
the 'Davis-Bacon Act') (40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-
5). ". 

(2) Chapter 137 of title 10, United States Code 
is amended by inserting before section 2305 a 
new section-

( A) the designation and heading for which is 
as follows: 
"§ 2304(. Merit-based selection"; 
and 

(B) the text of which consists of subsection (j) 
of section 2304 of such title, as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this Act, 
modified-

(i) by striking out the subsection designation; 
(ii) in paragraphs (2)(A), (3), and (4), by strik

ing out "subsection" and inserting in lieu there
of "section" each place it appears; 

(iii) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking out 
"paragraph (1)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"subsection (a)"; 

(iv) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
and (4) as subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d), re
spectively; and 

(v) in subsection (b) (as so redesignated), by 
redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) 
as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), respectively. 

(3) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by inserting before the 
item relating section 2305 the fallowing new 
item: 
"2304f. Merit-based selection.". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISITIONS.-(]) Sec
tion 303 of the Federal Property and Adminis
trative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 303. CONTRACTS: COMPETITION REQUIRE

MENTS. 
"(a) COMPETITION.-(]) Except as provided in 

subsections (b) , (c), and (e) and except · in the 
case of procurement procedures otherwise ex
pressly authorized by statute, an executive 
agency in conducting a procurement for prop
erty or services-

"( A) shall obtain full and open competition
"(i) that provide open access, and 
"(ii) that is consistent with the need to effi

ciently fulfill the Government's requirements, 
through the use of competitive procedures in ac
cordance with this chapter and the Federal Ac
quisition Regulation; and 

"(B) shall use the competitive procedure or 
combination of competitive procedures that is 
best suited under the circumstances of the pro
curement. 

"(2) In determining the competitive procedure 
appropriate under the circumstances, an execu
tive agency-

"( A) shall solicit sealed bids if-
"(i) time permits the solicitation, submission, 

and evaluation of sealed bids; 
"(ii) the award will be made on the basis of 

price and other price-related factors; 
"(iii) it is not necessary to conduct discussions 

with the responding source about their bids; and 
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"(iv) there is a reasonable expectation of re

ceiving more than one sealed bid; and 
"(B) shall request competitive proposals if 

sealed bids are not appropriate under clause 
(A). 

"(b) EXCLUSION OF PARTICULAR SOURCE.-An 
executive agency may provide for the procure
ment of property or services covered by this 
chapter using competitive procedures but ex
cluding a particular source in order to establish 
or maintain an alternative source or sources of 
supply for that property or service. The Federal 
Acquisition Regulation shall set forth the cir
cumstances under which a particular source 
may be excluded pursuant to this subsection. 

"(c) EXCLUSION OF CONCERNS OTHER THAN 
SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS AND CERTAIN OTHER 
ENTITIES.-An executive agency may provide for 
the procurement of property or services covered 
by this section using competitive procedures, but 
excluding concerns other than small business 
concerns in furtherance of section 9 and 15 of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638, 644) and 
concerns other than small business concerns, 
historically Black colleges and universities, and 
minority institutions in furtherance of section 
7102 of the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act 
of 1994 (15 U.S.C. 644 note). 

"(d) PROCEDURES OTHER THAN COMPETITIVE 
PROCEDURES.-(]) Procedures other than com
petitive procedures may be used for purchasing 
property ·and services only when the use of com
petitive procedures is not feasible or appro
priate. Standards for determining when the use 
of competitive procedures is not feasible or ap
propriate shall be set forth in the Federal Acqui
sition Regulation. Each procurement using pro
cedures other than competitive procedures 
(other than a procurement for commercial items 
using simplified procedures or a procurement in 
an amount not greater than the simplified ac
quisition threshold shall be justified in writing 
and approved in accordance with the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation. 

"(2) In the case of a procurement using proce
dures that preclude all but one source from re
sponding (hereinafter in this subsection ref erred 
to as a 'sole source procurement'), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation shall provide for jus
tification and approval under paragraph (1) of 
such procurement under standards that set 
forth limited circumstances for such sole source 
procurements, including circumstances when-

"( A) the property or services needed by the ex
ecutive agency are available from only one re
sponsible source and no other type of property 
or services will satisfy the needs of the executive 
agency; 

"(B) the executive agency's need for the prop
erty or services is of such an unusual and com
pelling urgency that the United States would be 
seriously injured unless the executive agency is 
permitted to award the contract for the property 
or services to a particular source; 

"(C) it is necessary to award the contract to 
a particular source in order (i) to maintain a fa
cility, producer, manufacturer, or other supplier 
available for furnishing property or services in 
case of a national emergency or to achieve in
dustrial mobilization, (ii) to establish or main
tain an essential engineering, research, or devel
opment capability to be provided by an edu
cational or other nonprofit institution or a fed
erally funded research and development center, 
or (iii) to procure the services of an expert for 
use, in any litigation or dispute (including any 
reasonably foreseeable litigation or dispute) in
volving the Federal Government, in any trial, 
hearing, or proceeding before any court, admin
istrative tribunal, or agency, or in any part of 
an alternative dispute resolution process, 
whether or not the expert is expected to testify; 

"(D) the terms of an international agreement 
or treaty between the United States Government 

and a foreign government or international orga
nization, or the written directions of a foreign 
government reimbursing the executive agency 
for the cost of the procurement of the property 
or services for such government, have the effect 
of requiring the award of the contract for the 
property or services to a particular source; 

"(E) subject to section 303M, a statute ex
pressly authorizes or requires that the procure
ment be made through another executive agency 
or from a specified source, or the agency's need 
is for a brand-name commercial item for author
ized resale; 

"( F) the disclosure of the executive agency's 
needs would compromise the national security 
unless the agency is permitted to award the con
tract for the property or services needed by the 
agency to a particular source; or 

"(G) the head of the executive agency-
"(i) determines that it is necessary in the pub

lic interest to award the contract for the prop
erty or services needed by the agency to a par
ticular source in the particular procurement 
concerned, and 

"(ii) notifies the Congress in writing of such 
determination not less than 30 days before the 
award of the contract. 

"(3) The authority of the head of an executive 
agency under paragraph (2)(G) may not be dele
gated. 

"(e) SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURES.-In order to 
promote efficiency and economy in contracting 
and to avoid unnecessary burdens for agencies 
and contractors, the Federal Acquisition Regu
lation shall provide for special simplified proce
dures for purchases of property and services for 
amounts not greater than the simplified acquisi
tion threshold. 

"(2)(A) The Administrator of General Services 
shall prescribe regulations that provide special 
simplified procedures for acquisitions of lease
hold interests in real property at rental rates 
that do not exceed the simplified acquisition 
threshold. 

"(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
rental rate or rates under a multiyear lease do 
not exceed the simplified acquisition threshold if 
the average annual amount of the rent payable 
for the period of the lease does not exceed the 
simplified acquisition threshold. 

"(3) A proposed purchase or contract or for an 
amount above the simplified acquisition thresh
old may not be divided into several purchases or 
contracts for lesser amounts in order to use the 
simplified procedures required by paragraph (1) . 

"(4) In using simplified procedures, an execu
tive agency shall ensure that competition is ob
tained to the maximum extent practicable con
sistent with the particular Government require
ment. ". 

"(2) Title III of the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 251 et 
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 303L 
a new section-

( A) the designation and heading for which is 
as follows: 
"SEC. 303M. MERIT-BASED SELECTION."; 
and 

(B) the text of which consists of subsection (h) 
of section 303 of such Act, as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this Act, 
modified-

(i) by striking out the subsection designation; 
(ii) in paragraphs (2)(A) , (3), and (4), by strik

ing out " subsection" and inserting in lieu there
of "section" each place it appears; 

(iii) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking out 
"paragraph (1)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"subsection (a)"; 

((iv) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
and (4) as subsections (a) , (b), (c), and (d), re
spectively; and 

(v) in subsection (b) (as so redesignated), by 
redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) 
as paragraphs (1) , (2) , and (3), respectively. 

(3) The table of contents for the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(contained in section l(b)) is amended-

(A) by striking out the item relating to section 
303 and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"Sec. 303. Contracts: competition require

ments."; 
and 

(B) by inserting after the item relating to sec
tion 303L the following new item: 
"Sec. 303M. Merit-based selection.". 

(c) REVISIONS TO PROCUREMENT NOTICE PRO
VISIONS.-Section 18 of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 416) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (a)-
(A) in subparagraph (B) of paragraphs (1)
(i) by striking out "subsection (f)-" and all 

that follows through the end of the subpara
graph and inserting in lieu thereof "subsection 
(b); and"; and 

(ii) by inserting after "property or services" 
the folloVJing: "for a price expected to exceed 
$10,000 but not to exceed $25,000"; 

(B) by striking out paragraph (4); and 
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) as 

paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and (2) in 
subsection (b)-

(A) by amending subparagraph (B) of para
graph (2) to read as follows: 

"(B) state where the acquisition is to be con
ducted pursuant to a contractor verification 
system (as provided pursuant to section 35) or 
whether the off eror, its product, or its service 
otherwise must meet a qualification requirement 
in order to be eligible for award and, if so, iden
tify the criteria to be used in determining such 
eligibility;'; and 

(B) by amending paragraph (4) to read as fol
lows: 

"(4) a statement that all responsible sources 
may submit for consideration a bid, proposal, or 
quotation; ''. 

(d) EXECUTIVE AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.:_(1) 
Section 16 of the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 414) is amended-

(A) by striking out "achieve" in the matter 
preceding paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "promote"; and 

(B) by amending paragraph (1) to read as fol
lows: 

"(1) to implement competition that provides 
open access for responsible sources in the pro
curement of property or services by the executive 
agency by establishing policies, procedures, and 
practices that are consistent with the need to ef
ficiently fulfill the Government's require
ments;". 

(2) Section 20 of such Act (41 U.S.C. 418) is 
amended in subsection (a)(2)(A) by striking out 
" serving in a position authorized for such exec
utive agency on the date of enactment of the 
Competition in Contracting Act of 1984". 
SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS RELATING TO COMPETI

TION REQUIREMENTS. 
(a) DEFINITION.-Paragraphs (5) and (6) of 

section 4 of the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 403) are amended to read 
as follows: 

'(5) The term 'competitive procedures' means 
procedures under which an agency enters into a 
contract pursuant to full and open competition 
that provides open access and is consistent with 
the need to efficiently fulfill the Government's 
requirements. 

"(6) The term 'open access', when used with 
respect to a procurement, means that all respon
sible sources are permitted to submit sealed bids 
or competitive proposals on the procurement.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(]) OFFICE OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT POLICY 

ACT.-Section 20 of the Office of Federal Pro
curement Policy Act is amended-
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(A) in subsection (b)(l), subsection (b)(3)(A), 

and subsection (c), by inserting after "full and 
open competition" the fallowing: "that provides 
open access and is consistent with the need to 
efficiently fulfill the Government's require
ments" each place it appears; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(4)(C), by striking out "to 
full and open competition that remain" and in
serting in lieu thereof "that remain to achieving 
full and open competition that provides open ac
cess and is consistent with the need to effi
ciently fulfill the Government's requirements". 

(2) TITLE 10.-Title 10, United States code, is 
amended-

( A) in section 2302(2), by striking out the first 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the f al
lowing: "The term 'competitive procedures' 
means procedures under which an agency enters 
into a contract pursuant to full and open com
petition that provides open access and is con
sistent with the need to efficiently fulfill the 
Government's requirements."; 

(B) in section 2302(3)(D), by striking out "full 
and open competition" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "open access"; 

(C) in section 2323(e)(3), by striking out "less 
than full and open" and inserting in lieu there
of "procedures other than"; and 

(D) in section 2323(i)(3)(A), by striking out 
"full and open". 

(3) FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES ACT.-Title III of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 
U.S.C. 251 et seq.) is amended-

( A) in section 309(b), by striking out the first 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "The term 'competitive procedures' 
means procedures under which an executive 
agency enters into a contract pursuant to full 
and open competition that provides open access 
and is consistent with the need to efficiently 
fulfill the Government's requirements."; 

(B) in section 309(c)(4), by striking out "full 
and open competition" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "open access"; and 

(CJ in section 304B(a)(2)(B), by striking out 
"encouraging full and open competition or". 

(4) OTHER LAWS.-Section 7102 of the Federal 
Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (108 Stat. 
3367; 15 U.S.C. 644 note) is amended in sub
section (a)(l)(A) by striking out "less than full 
and open competition" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "procedures other than competitive pro
cedures". 
SEC. 103. CONTRACT SOLICITATION AMEND

MENTS. 
(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISITIONS.-Section 

2305 of title 10, United States Code, is amend
ed-

(1) in subsection (a)(l)-
( A) by striking out subparagraph (A) and in

serting in lieu thereof the following: "(A) In 
preparing for the procurement of property or 
services, the head of an agency shall use ad
vance procurement planning and market re
search."; 

(B) by striking out subparagraph (B); and 
(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub

paragraph (B) and in that subparagraph by 
striking out "For the purposes of subparagraphs 
(A) and (B), the" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Each solicitation under this chapter shall in
clude specifications that include restrictive pro
visions or conditions only to the extent nec
essary to satisfy the needs of the agency or as 
authorized by law. The"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by inserting after 
"(other than for" the following: "a procurement 
for commercial items using simplified procedures 
or"; and 

(3) in subsection (b)(4)(A)(i), by striking out 
"all" and inserting in lieu thereof "the". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISITIONS.-(1) Sec
tion 303A of the Federal Property and Adminis-

trative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253a) is 
amended-

( A) in subsection (a)-
(i) by striking out paragraph (1) and inserting 

in lieu thereof the following: "(1) In preparing 
for the procurement of property or services, an 
executive agency shall use advance procurement 
planning and market research."; 

(ii) by striking out paragraph (2); and 
(iii) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2) and in that paragraph by striking out 
"For the purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2), 
the" and inserting in lieu thereof "Each solici
tation under this title shall include specifica
tions that include restrictive provisions or condi
tions only to the extent necessary to satisfy the 
needs of the executive agency or as authorized 
by law. The"; and 

(B) in subsection (b), by inserting after 
"(other than for" the following: "a procurement 
for commercial items using simplified procedures 
or". 

(2) Section 303B(d)(l)(A) of such Act (41 
U.S.C. 253b) is amended by striking out "all" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the". 
SEC. 104. PREAWARD DEBRIEFINGS. 

(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISJTIONS.-Section 
2305(b) of title 10, United States Code, is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out subparagraph (F) of para
graph (5); 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para
graph (8); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the follow
ing new paragraphs: 

"(6)(A) When the contracting officer excludes 
an offeror submitting a competitive proposal 
from the competitive range (or otherwise ex
cludes such an offeror from further consider
ation prior to the final source selection deci
sion). the excluded offeror may request in writ
ing, within three days after the date on which 
the excluded off er or receives notice of its exclu
sion, a debriefing prior to award. The contract
ing officer shall make every effort to debrief the 
unsuccessful off er or as soon as practicable and 
may refuse the request for a debriefing if it is 
not in the best interests of the Government to 
conduct a debriefing at that time. 

"(B) The contracting officer is required to de
brief an excluded offeror in accordance with 
paragraph (5) of this section only if that offeror 
requested and was refused a preaward debrief
ing under subparagraph (A) of this paragraph. 

"(C) The debriefing conducted under this sub
section shall include-

"(i) the executive agency's evaluation of the 
significant elements in the offeror's offer; 

"(ii) a summary of the rationale for the 
offeror's exclusion; and 

"(iii) reasonable responses to relevant ques
tions posed by the debriefed off eror as to wheth
er source selection procedures set forth in the 
solicitation, applicable regulations, and other 
applicable authorities were followed by the exec
utive agency. 

"(D) The debriefing conducted pursuant to 
this subsection may not disclose the number or 
identity of other off er ors and shall not disclose 
information about the content, ranking, or eval
uation of other offeror's proposals. 

"(7) The contracting officer shall include a 
summary of any debriefing conducted under 
paragraph (5) or (6) in the contract file.". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQU/SITIONS.-Section 
303B of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253b) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out paragraph (6) of subsection 
(e); 

(2) by redesignating subsections (f). (g), (h), 
and (i) as subsections (h), (i). (j), and (k), re
spectively; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (e) the follow
ing new subsections: 

"(f)(l) When the contracting officer excludes 
an offeror submitting a competitive proposal 
from the competitive range (or otherwise ex
cludes such an off er or from further consider
ation prior to the final source selection deci
sion), the excluded offeror may request in writ
ing, within 3 days after the date on which the 
excluded off er or receives notice of its exclusion, 
a debriefing prior to award. The contracting of
ficer shall make every effort to debrief the un
successful off er or as soon as practicable and 
may refuse the request for a debriefing if it is 
not in the best interests of the Government to 
conduct a debriefing at that time. 

"(2) The contracting officer is required to de
brief an excluded off er or in accordance with 
subsection (e) of this section only if that offeror 
requested and was refused a preaward debrief
ing under paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

"(3) The debriefing conducted under this sub
section shall include-

"( A) the executive agency's evaluation of the 
significant elements in the offeror's offer; 

"(B) a summary of the rationale for the 
offeror's exclusion; and 

"(CJ reasonable responses to relevant ques
tions posed by the debriefed off eror as to wheth
er source selection procedures set forth in the 
solicitation, applicable regulations. and other 
applicable authorities were fallowed by the exec
utive agency. 

"(4) The debriefing conducted pursuant to 
this subsection may not disclose the number or 
identity of other off erors and shall not disclose 
information about the content, ranking, or eval
uation of other offerors' proposals. 

"(g) The contracting officer shall include a 
summary of any debriefing conducted under 
subsection (e) or (f) in the contract file.". 
SEC. 105. CONTRACT TYPES. 

(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISITIONS.-(]) Sec
tion 2306 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended-

( A) by inserting before the period at the end 
of subsection (a) the following: ", based on mar
ket conditions, established commercial practice 
(if any) for the product or service being ac
quired, and sound business judgment"; 

(B) by striking out subsections (b), (d), (e), (f), 
and (h); and 

(C) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub
section (b). 

(2) The heading of such section is amended to 
read as follows: 
"§2306. Contract types". 

(3) The item relating to section 2306 in the 
table of sections at the beginning of chapter 137 
of such title is amended to read as fallows: 
"2306. Contract types.". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISITIONS.-(1) Sec
tion 304 of the Federal Property and Adminis
trative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 254) is 
amended-

( A) by inserting before the period at the end 
of the first sentence of subsection (a) the follow
ing: ", based on market conditions, established 
commercial practice (if any) for the product or 
service being acquired, and sound business judg
ment"; 

(B) by striking out "Every contract awarded" 
in the second sentence of subsection (a) and all 
that fallows through the end of the subsection; 
and 

(C) in subsection (b), by striking out "used," 
in the first sentence and all that fallows 
through the end of the subsection and inserting 
in lieu thereof "used.". 

(2) The heading of such section is amended to 
read as fallows: 
"SEC. 304. CONTRACT TYPES.". 

(3) The item relating to section 304 in the table 
of contents for such Act (contained in section 
l(b) is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 304. Contract types.". 
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(c) CONFORMING REPEALS.-(1) Sections 4540, 

7212, and 9540 of title 10, United States Code, 
are repealed. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 433 of such title is amended by striking 
out the item relating to section 4540. 

(3) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 631 of such title is amended by striking 
out the item relating to section 7212. 

(4) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 933 of such title is amended by striking 
out the item relating to section 9540. 

(d) CIVIL WORKS AUTHORITY.-(1) Part IV Of 
subtitle A of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended-

( A) by transferring section 2855 to the end of 
chapter 137; and 

(B) by striking out the section heading and 
subsection (a) of such section and inserting in 
lieu thereof the fallowing: 
"§2332. Contracts for architectural and engi

neering services 
"(a) The Secretary of Defense and the Sec

retaries of the military departments may enter 
into contracts for architectural and engineering 
services in connection with a military construc
tion or family housing project or for other De
partment of Defense or military department pur
poses. Such contracts shall be awarded in ac
cordance with the Brooks Architect-Engineers 
Act (40 U.S.C. 541 et seq.).". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 137 of such title is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 
"2332. Contracts for architectural and engineer

ing services.". 
(3) The table of sections at the beginning of 

chapter 169 of such title is amended by striking 
out the item relating to section 2855. 
SEC. 106. CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR SYSTEM.-The Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new section: 
"SEC. 35. CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE. 

"(a) VERIFICATION SYSTEM.-
"(1) REQUJREMENT.-The Federal Acquisition 

Regulation shall provide for a contractor ver
ification system in accordance with this section. 

"(2) PROCEDURES.-The Federal Acquisition 
Regulation shall provide procedures for the 
head of an executive agency to follow in order 
to verify a contractor as eligible to compete for 
contracts to furnish property or services that are 
procured by the executive agency on a recurring 
basis. 

"(3) NOTIFICATION.-The procedures shall in
clude a requirement that the head of an execu
tive agency provide for the publication of appro
priate notification about the verification system 
in the Commerce Business Daily. 

"(b) EVALUATION.-(1) Under the procedures 
referred to in subsection (a)(2), the head of an 
executive agency in granting a verification to a 
contractor shall use the fallowing factors as the 
basis of the evaluation: 

"(A) The efficiency and effectiveness of its 
business practices. 

"(B) The level of quality of its product or 
service. 

"(C) Past performance of the contractor with 
regard to the particular property or service. 

"(2)( A) The evaluation of past performance 
may include performance under-

"(i) a contract with an executive agency of 
the Federal Government; 

"(ii) a contract with an agency of a State or 
local government; or 

"(iii) a contract with an entity in the private 
sector. 

"(B) The procedures shall include a require
ment that, in the case of a contractor with re
spect to which there is no information on past 

contract performance or with respect to which 
information on past contract pert ormance is not 
available, the contractor may not be evaluated 
favorably or unfavorably on the factor of past 
performance. 

"(c) OPPORTUNITY FOR ALL INTERESTED 
SOURCES.-The Federal Acquisition Regulation 
shall provide procedures for ensuring that all 
interested sources, including small businesses, 
have a fair opportunity to be considered for ver
ification under the verification system. 

"(d) PROCUREMENT FROM VERIFIED CONTRAC
TORS.-The Federal Acquisition Regulation 
shall provide procedures under which the head 
of an executive agency may enter into a con
tract for the procurement of property or services 
referred to in subsection (a)(2) on the basis of a 
competition in accordance with section 2304 of 
title 10, United States Code, or section 303 of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253) for contractors veri
fied with respect to such property or services 
pursuant to the contractor verification system. 

"(e) TERMINATION OF VERIFICATION.-The 
Federal Acquisition Regulation shall provide 
procedures under which the head of an execu
tive agency-

"(1) may provide for the termination of a ver
ification granted a contractor under this section 
upon the expiration of a period specified by the 
head of an executive agency; 

"(2) may revoke a verification granted a con
tractor under this section upon a determination 
that the quality of performance of the contrac
tor does not meet standards applied by the head 
of the executive agency as of the time of the rev
ocation decision; and 

"(3) may provide that a contractor whose ver
ification is terminated or revoked will have a 
fair opportunity to be considered for reentry 
into the verification system. 

"(f) SPECIAL APPLICABILITY RULE.-Notwith
standing section 34, the verification system shall 
apply to the procurement of commercial items.". 

(b) REPEALS.-Section 2319 of title 10, United 
States Code, is repealed. Section 303C of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253c) is repealed. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-(1) The table of 
contents for the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act (contained in section l(b)) is amend
ed by adding at the end the fallowing new item: 
"Sec. 35. Contractor performance.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 137 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out the item relating to sec
tion 2319. 

(3) The table of contents for the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(contained in section l(b)) is amended by strik
ing out the item relating to section 303C. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title I? 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MRS. COLLINS OF 

ILLINOIS 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair

man, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol·· 

lows: 
Amendment No. 1 offered by Mrs. COLLINS 

of Illinois. Strike out sections 101, 102, 103, 
and 106 and insert in lie.u of section 101 the 
following: 
SEC. 101. COMPETITION PROVISIONS. 

(a) CONFERENCE BEFORE SUBMISSION OF 
BIDS OR PROPOSALS.-(!) Section 2305(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following paragraph: 

"(6) To the extent practicable, for each 
procurement of property or services by an 

agency, the head of the agency shall provide 
for a conference on the procurement to be 
held for anyone interested in submitting a 
bid or proposal in response to the solici ta
tion for the procurement. The purpose of the 
conference shall be to inform potential bid
ders and offerors of the needs of the agency 
and the qualifications considered necessary 
by the agency to compete successfully in the 
procurement.". 

(2) Section 303A of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 
U.S.C. 253a) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(f) To the extent practicable, for each pro
curement of property or services by an agen
cy, an executive agency shall provide for a 
conference on the procurement to be held for 
anyone interested in submitting a bid or pro
posal in response to the solicitation for the 
procurement. The purpose of the conference 
shall be to inform potential bidders and 
offerors of the needs of the executive agency 
and the qualifications considered necessary 
by the executive agency to compete success
fully in the procurement.". 

"(b) DESCRIPTION OF SOURCE SELECTION 
PLAN IN SOLICITATION.-(!) Section 2305(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, is further 
amended in paragraph (2)-

(A) by striking out "and" after the semi
colon at the end of subparagraph (A); 

(B) by striking out the period at the end of 
subparagraph (B) and inserting in lieu there
of"· and"· and 

(C•) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C) a description, in as much detail as is 
practicable, of the source selection plan of 
the agency, or a notice that such plan is 
available upon request.". 

(2) Section 303A of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 
U.S.C. 253a) is further amended in subsection 
(b)-

(A) by striking out "and" after the semi
colon at the end of paragraph (1); 

(B) by striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof 
";and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(3) a description, in as much detail as is 
practicable, of the source selection plan of 
the executive agency, or a notice that such 
plan is available upon request.". 

(c) DISCUSSIONS NOT NECESSARY WITH 
EVERY OFFEROR.-(1) Section 2305(b)(4)(A)(i) 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting before the semicolon the following: 
"and provided that discussions need not be 
conducted with an offeror merely to permit 
that offeror to submit a technically accept
able revised proposal". 

(2) Section 303B(d)(l)(A) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 (41 U.S.C. 253b) is amended by inserting 
before the semicolon the following: "and pro
vided that discussions need not be conducted 
with an offeror merely to permit that offeror 
to submit a technically acceptable revised 
proposal". 

(d) PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS OF COMPETI
TIVE PROPOSALS.-(!) Section 2305(b)(2) of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: "With re
spect to competitive proposals, the head of 
the agency may make a preliminary assess
ment of a proposal received, rather than a 
complete evaluation of the proposal, and 
may eliminate the proposal from further 
consideration if the head of the ·agency de
termines the proposal has no chance for con
tract award.". 



September 13, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 24943 
(2) Section 202B(b) of the Federal Property 

and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 
U.S.C. 253b(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: "With respect to competi
tive proposals, the head of the agency may 
make a preliminary assessment of a proposal 
received, rather than a complete evaluation 
of the proposal, and may eliminate the pro
posal from further consideration if the head 
of the agency determines the proposal has no 
chance for contract award.". 

(e) FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION .-The 
Federal Acquisition Regulation shall be re
vised to reflect the amendments made by 
subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d). 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, just 3 months ago, when H.R. 1670 
was offered as an amendment to the 
Defense Authorization Act, I offered an 
amendment to Chairman CLINGER'S 
amendment to protect small business 
by providing full and open competition 
procurement. My amendment was 
passed with bipartisan support, by a 
vote of 213-207. The procurement 
amendment was then passed by an 
overwhelming bipartisan vote of 402 to 
1. 

My amendment today is the same 
one that passed the House on June 14, 
as part of the National Defense Author
ization Act. It does three things: First, 
it strikes from H.R. 1670 its redefini
tion of the competition standard for 
Federal contracts. Second, it strikes an 
unnecessary system of Federal agency 
verification, whereby agency bureau
crats determine which firms are al
lowed to bid for Federal contracts. 
Third, it moves us closer to commer
cial buying practices, by empowering 
agency officials to have more open 
communication with the private sec
tor. My position is supported by the 
Chair of the Committee on Small Busi
ness, Jan Meyers; the Small Business 
Administration; the Small Business 
Working Group on Procurement Re
form; and the U.S. Chamber of Com
merce. 

In a July 27, 1995, letter to Chairman 
CLINGER, the U.S. Chamber of Com
merce and Small Business Working 
Group on Procurement wrote: 

We believe that it is essential that H.R. 
1670 be modified to maintain the current 
standard of "full and open competition'', es
tablished by the landmark Competition in 
Contracting Act of 1984 (CICA) ... The com
petitive standard established by CICA has 
proven itself for over a decade, resulting in a 
steady decrease in sole source contract 
awards. It assures a fair and open procure
ment process, which is essential to small 
business. 

Clearly, for these major representa
tives of the small business community, 
the case has not been made for chang
ing the full and open competition 
standard. Small business continues to 
believe that H.R. 1670 will significantly 
limit their ability to fairly compete for 
Government contracts. In my•'opinion, 
this is a fatal flaw in H.R. 1670. My 
amendment will correct this flaw. 

The cornerstone of our free enter
prise system is full and open competi-

tion. The competitive market ensures 
fair prices to the Government. If a ven
dor's product costs too much, it will 
not survive. At the same time full and 
open competition provides the oppor
tunity for all vendors, particularly 
small businesses, to participate in the 
Federal marketplace, to be judged on 
merit. This creates incentives for the 
development of new and innovative 
products. These market forces are es
sential if we are to position our coun
try for economic leadership into the 
next century. 

0 1815 
Mr. Chairman, title I of H.R. 1670 

amounts to little more than a bait and 
switch maneuver in which the term 
"full and open" is included in the text 
but its meaning is substantively 
changed. The maximum practicable 
standard which we rejected on the 
House Floor on June 14 has been re
placed by "open access", the definition 
of which is identical to the definition 
of "full and open" in CICA. 

However, the bill provides broad new 
exceptions to full and open competi
tion when agency officials determine it 
is not feasible or appropriate. 

Prior to passage of the Competition 
in Contracting Act of 1984, Federal 
agencies tended to award sole source 
contracts because agency bureaucrats 
complained that full and open competi
tion would be too complicated and 
time consuming. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. COLLINS 
of Illinois was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, They said it was less risky and 
more manageable to do business with a 
few selected vendors, instead of encour
aging new and innovative qualified 
companies to enter the Federal mar
ketplace. However, this lack of com
petition resulted in widespread waste 
and abuse in every Federal agency. 

The Competition in Contracting 
Act's establishment of the full and 
open competition standard has saved 
the Federal Government billions of dol
lars. Now, the same old arguments 
which were used to limit competition 
before we passed that legislation have 
resurfaced with H.R. 1670. 

I can understand why agency bureau
crats would want additional powers to 
impose limits on competition. It is cer
tainly much easier and less time con
suming to do business with only a few 
selected well known big companies. 
Agency officials get to know the people 
in these companies. Yes, the old boy 
network does have ,i~s advantages; but 
do we really want our country to go 
backwards as we move in to the more 
enlightened information age? 

Over the past 5 years much of the 
major innovative and technological ad-

vances that our country has made have 
come from small businesses. Just look 
at the remarkable rise of companies 
like Microsoft and Apple computers. 
Just a few years ago they were new, 
small companies; today they success
fully compete with computer giants 
like IBM. 

Over the next 10 years, 85 percent of 
all new jobs in the United States will 
come from small businesses. Such busi
nesses are in every district of every 
Member in this House. By adopting 
this new competition standard we will 
lock in procurement policies that lock 
small businesses out of the Federal 
marketplace and significantly under
mine our Nation's competitiveness. 

Joshua Smith, who chaired President 
Bush's Commission on Minority Busi
ness, testified several years ago before 
the Government Operations Committee 
that emphasizing subjectivity in 
awarding contracts creates a breeding 
ground for prejudice, because contract
ing officers, if given the choice, will 
usually go with a well-established, 
large firm instead of a small business 
offering a lower price. 

Much of the stated justification for 
H.R. 1670's change in the competition 
standard is to give agency bureaucrats 
more power to exclude noncompetitive 
companies; but under the current full 
and open competition standard most of 
that authority already exists. 

Now, I agree with Chairman CLINGER 
that there does appear to be a problem 
of many companies having technical 
weaknesses which are evident to the 
agencies early in the process. However, 
when agencies fail to so advise these 
companies of their little chance of win
ning, a lot of their money is wasted in 
a futile effort to win a contract. 

There also seems to be a problem 
with the lack of dialog between agen
cies and businesses prior to bidding. In 
the private sector, buyers and sellers 
talk to each other all the time. In the 
Federal Government we limit that dis
cussion. 

I agree with these two industry con
cerns. Therefore, my amendment pro
vides for prebid or preproposal con
ferences which should disclose as much 
information as possible regarding the 
qualifications necessary to successfully 
win a contract. 

In order to give companies a better 
understanding of how agencies will 
evaluate bids, my amendment would 
require that solicitation describe the 
agency source selection plan in as 
much detail practicable. If companies 
are better informed about how bids will 
be evaluated, they will be better able 
to give the Federal Government ex
actly what it needs and at the best 
price. 

The C~IRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS] had expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. COLLINS 
of Illinois was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 
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Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair

man, finally, my amendment empowers 
Federal agencies by giving them the 
authority to eliminate from cost and 
technical discussions and evaluations 
any proposal that clearly has no 
chance for award. In this way compa
nies should be informed early in the 
process that they have no chance to 
win a bid. This will cut down on time 
and significantly reduce costs. 

Mr. Chairman, full and open competi
tion is the key to efficiency and fair
ness in Federal procurement. It creates 
a level playing field upon which all 
qualified vendors, particularly small 
businesses, have a fair chance to com
pete for a share of the hundreds of bil
lions of dollars spent by the Federal 
Government in procurement each year. 
In return, the Government receives the 
maximum benefit from the innovations 
and expertise offered by companies 
large and small. We should maintain 
the current standard and the current 
interpretation of full and open, and 
make the targeted changes contained 
in my amendment. 

My amendment had the strong sup
port of the small business community, 
as well as the U.S. Chamber of Com
merce as well as the following groups: 
Small Business Legislative Council 
[SBLC]; National Small Business Unit
ed [NSBU]; lOO+member National As
sociation of Women Business Owners 
[NAWBO]; Latin American Manage
ment Association [LAMA]; Minority 
Business Enterprise Legal Defense and 
Education Fund [MBELDEF]; National 
Association of Minority Business 
[NAMB]; National Association of Mi
nority Contractors [NAMC]; Women 
Construction Owners and Executives; 
and American Gear Manufacturers As
sociation. The bill before us today un
fortunately does not include my 
amendment, and instead would grant a 
broad new authority to procurement 
officials to limit competition. There
fore, I once again offer an amendment 
to restore the full and open standard 
which the House endorsed in June. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant but 
very strenuous opposition to the 
amendment of the gentlewoman from 
Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]. I know of her 
concern and I know that she has really 
thought long and deeply about this 
matter, but I have to say that I think 
the gentlewoman is wrong in the inter
pretation that she gives to the lan
guage that we have included in this 
bill. 

I also point out that since we consid
ered this amendment back in June, sig
nificant, substantive changes have 
been made in the legislation, primarily 
to move in the direction that the gen
tlewoman has importuned us to do. I 
think we recognized a number of the 
concerns that she raised and we did 
move in that direction. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest 
that the amendment that we have be
fore us tonight really is in response to 
an earlier, now outmoded iteration of 
the legislation that we have before us 
tonight. The legislation we have before 
us tonight, I think, has addressed many 
of the concerns that were raised. 

In that respect, I would point out 
that I know the gentlewoman would 
not want to mislead anybody in terms 
of the support, but I think that it was 
alluded to that the NFIB had supported 
this amendment. They did indeed sup
port this amendment when it was of
fered in June. I think they recognized 
that we have moved significantly to
ward the objectives that we all seek, 
and we just received a call, I would tell 
the gentlewoman and the Members, in 
our cloakroom asking me to make 
clear that they take no position on the 
amendment that is being offered to
night. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that reflects a 
movement and a recognition that the 
bill that we are offering tonight really 
has gone, we think, the extra mile in 
trying to address those concerns. 

Mr. Chairman, I must oppose the 
amendment. I think what we are at
tempting to do here is to remove the 
restraints that have been placed upon 
our procurement officers to do the job 
that we want them to do, not add new 
restraints, new requirements, new re
strictions. 

I stress at the outset, this bill retains 
the language of full and open competi
tion. It is our intent to encourage ev
erybody that wants to do business, to 
come in and do business with the Fed
eral Government. 

It does say that that cannot be an 
open-ended process where they are 
going to be in the process to the end of 
time or until the end of the process. It 
does indicate there has to be some 
flexibility, some discretion lodged in 
the very competent and able people 
who we have manning that job. I would 
say if that proves not to be true, I 
think we could revisit that. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would provide that a solicitation in
clude an agency's source selection 
plan. According to FAR, the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation, source selec
tion plans are to inc·l ude such informa
tion as a description of the organiza
tion of the agency's source selection 
structure, a summary of the agency's 
acquisition strategy, the proposed ac
quisition factors and a description of 
the evaluation process. 

Since agencies are required by cur
rent law to set forth in a solicitation a 
clear statement of the Government's 
requirements, along· with evaluation 
factors and subfactors as well as their 
relative weights, it is not clear to me, 
at least, that this additional informa
tion, to the extent that it could be re
leased under the procurement integrity 
laws contained in the plans, would be 

of any value to the offerors. What is 
clear is that the already bloated pro
curement code would still have another 
requirement. 

Mr. Chairman, we want to compress 
and eliminate those that are no longer 
necessary or redundant, not add to the 
burden that we place on these people. 
H.R. 1670 provides for a standard of 
competition, focused on the competi
tion received in response to the Gov
ernment's requirements. 

What we do not recognize now is that 
there are procurements that are in the 
millions of dollars, and there are pro
curements that are in the hundreds of 
dollars. There is enormous variety and 
disparity between the types of procure
ments we do, and yet we put them in a 
straitjacket, requiring them to do ev
erything the same. 

Mr. Chairman, what we are saying is 
that there ought to be some ability for 
the procurement people to look at 
what the scope of that procurement is, 
to determine what is going to give good 
competition to achieve what we all 
want, and that is very simply what we 
are after. 

What we have done here, I think, in 
our amendment would permit acquisi
tion professionals to make rational 
judgments in accordance with the eval
uation factors set forth in the solicita
tion throughout the entire selection 
process to ensure that only firms with 
a realistic chance of award, which is 
not the case now, I mean, they never 
get the word perhaps that they are not 
eligible until way down the process 
after they spent a lot of money and 
time, and then are told, "Hey, you were 
never in the ball game to begin with." 
We allow the procurement officers to 
make those determinations early. 

The amendment would provide that 
an agency head may reject a proposal 
on the basis of a preliminary assess
ment of its merits, rather than a com
plete evaluation, if the agency has con
cluded that it has no chance for award. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CLINGER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, many 
have indicated they would like to be 
informed as soon as possible in the 
evaluation process if they had no 
chance for award in order to save time 
and expense. We have not heard that 
firms wish to have their initial propos
als, which is what this amendment 
would do, have their initial proposals 
rejected based on less than a complete 
evaluation. 

So, this amendment really, I think, 
takes away that full and complete 
evaluation at the outset. The concern 
has been that offerors are encouraged 
to incur the expense of submitting re
vised proposals without the real chance 
of getting the award. This is addressed 
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in H.R. 1670 by providing for increased 
information in the public notice so 
that offerors are provided, as early as 
possible in the process, detailed infor
mation concerning the evaluation cri
teria to appear in the solicitation and 
by granting acquisition professionals 
increased discretion in accordance with 
the announced evaluation criteria 
throughout the selection process. 

Mr. Chairman, what this basically 
says is that we do treat all of the appli
cants fairly. We do allow everybody to 
come in. This is not an exclusionary 
process. We treat them very fairly, but 
we do tell them up front what this is 
about. It also gives the Federal Gov
ernment the opportunity to have some 
flexibility, some discretion about the 
way they do it. 

0 1830 
So this is all backed up. Our bill is 

all backed by simplified, easily 
accessed, robust bid process to guard 
against abuse by the discretion of the 
contracting officers. 

We are concerned about what con
tracting officers are going to do; then 
we have a provision there that allows 
that to be reviewed on a regular basis. 

Mr. Chairman, this is really an obso
lete amendment. As I say, it addresses 
problems that were inherent, perhaps, 
in the earlier bill, we did not think so, 
that were inherent. We have changed 
many of those to achieve the kind of 
reforms we all seek. 

I would urge in the strongest possible 
way, reluctant as it may be, a "no" 
vote on this amendment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, we have three basic 
principles at issue before us. About 10 
years ago, in the midst of all kinds of 
procurement excesses, Congress 
amended procurement law and estab
lished in the Competition and Con
tracting Act a vigorous commitment to 
the principle of free, full, and open 
competition. Basically, the philosophy 
of that was that if we had full and open 
competition, we could say to the pub
lic, "This is the public's money you are 
spending. You are getting your value's 
worth because it is a result, what we 
are doing, the contracts we are award
ing are a result of full, open, and vigor
ous competition." 

So I think that we can still say 10 
years later any deviation from full and 
open competition ought to be staunch
ly defended. I think we ought to be 
wary right now of deviating from full 
and open competition for a particular 
reason. We are downsizing acquisition 
in the defense arena, drastically cut
ting the amount that we appropriate 
every year for the so-called investment 
accounts, research and development 
and procurement, by huge percentages. 

There is a tendency there for the 
haves, for those who are now defense 

contractors, to want to exclude the 
others because the pie is shrinking, and 
there are just so many pieces you can 
cut out of a shrinking pie. So there is 
already a tendency, because of 
downsizing of funding of procurement 
for the haves, to try to exclude the 
have-nots, and we want to be very care
ful so we do not dovetail procurement 
law at this very point in the history of 
procurement funding and make it easi
er for the haves to rule out the have
nots. I fear we still have too much 
tendency toward that in this revision 
of the bill. 

Do not take it from me. Read what 
the Chamber of Commerce said in a let
ter they wrote at the end of July, look
ing back at this bill. They said, 

We do not believe that any case has been 
made for modifying the standards and prac
tices of full and open competition. We are 
unaware of any testimony or study that such 
a change is needed. On the contrary, it was 
specifically considered and rejected by the 
advisory panel on codifying and streamlining 
acquisition laws whose 1,800-page report was 
the foundation for P.L. 103--355, the Federal 
Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994. 

So that is the first principle here. 
Let us be extremely careful about the 

deviations we make from full and open 
competition. 

Second, to the extent we do and to 
the extent we allow and authorize 
those who manage this system in the 
executive branch to manage and oper
ate the competitive system and to de
termine who can bid and who cannot 
bid, who wins the bid, who is excluded 
and who is included, then we should at 
least lay down our own principles to 
guide them. 

The second point that the Chamber 
made, and speaking for small busi
nesses in particular, is, and I am read
ing from their letter, "We are per
plexed by a theme reflected in so many 
of the bills' provisions eliminating 
clear statutory standards and sub
stituting virtually unfettered discre
tion in the career regulation writers to 
shape the procurement system as they 
see fit." We are virtually letting them 
make sandlot rules, to make up the 
rules as they go along and giving them 
next to no criteria for doing so. 

Read the bill itself. Pick up a copy of 
it. I am reading from page 13, 2304(d), 
"Standards for determining when the 
use of competitive procedures is not 
feasible or appropriate shall be set 
forth in the Federal acquisition regula
tions." That is basically the bare lan
guage of the statute. That is the pre
scription we are giving to the regu
lators who write the rules and regula
tions, the black-letter law that will de
termine who gets included and who 
gets excluded. 

The Speaker just made a very com
pelling speech. I would like to share 
another anecdote about procurement 
history that goes back some years. 
When Ike had retired and gone to Get
tysburg, he was interviewed once. 

Somebody asked him "General Eisen
hower, President Eisenhower, who were 
the heroes of the Second World War 
who were unsung, the people who 
helped win it, the people who played a 
pivotal role who did not get adequate 
credit?" The first person he mentioned 
was Andrew Jackson Higgins, A.J. Hig
gins, a small boat manufacturer who 
made bayou boats in New Orleans, LA, 
who came on during World War II to 
make PT boats and the famous Higgins 
boats that made the amphibious land
ings possible. That is the very kind of 
small business we want to make provi
sions for. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SPRATT 
was allowed to proceed for 30 addi
tional seconds.) 

Mr. SPRATT. That is what we are 
about here. We want to make sure this 
system is still open to A.J. Higgins, 
that will ensure that we have the kind 
of innovation that keeps us abreast of 
technology and that will assure that 
we do not fall victim to having a car
tel, a club of pre-qualified bidders who 
are the only ones eligible to partici
pate in this shrinking procurement pie. 

I support the amendment that the 
gentlewoman, our ranking Member, 
has offered. I think it improves upon 
title I of it and corrects some of the de
viations that the bill otherwise tends 
towards veering away from the stand
ard of full and open competition. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to con
fuse this group. I had intended to offer 
my own amendment tonight, but be
cause my amendment was so close in 
purpose to what the amendment of
fered by the gentlewoman from Illinois 
[Mrs. COLLINS] attempts to do, I have 
decided instead to support her amend
ment. 

I have been working all week with 
the Chamber of Commerce to try to 
represent their interests and the Na
tional Association for the Self-em
ployed, the Computer and Communica
tions Industry Association, the Associ
ated Builders and Contractors, the 
Small Business Legislative Council, 
National Small Business United, the 
National Association of Women Busi
ness Owners, the Latin American Man
agement Association, the Minority 
Business Enterprise Legal Defense and 
Education Fund; many others are deep
ly concerned about doing away with 
full and open competition. 

We have heard it stated today that 
there is a 20 percent pre mi um associ
ated with full and open competition, 
and this study was cited. But this 
study does not relate those costs to full 
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and open competition. The costs identi
fied were not associated with competi
tion. They were associated to Govern
ment regulation relating to quality as
surance, accounting and audit require
ments, management of technical data, 
engineering, to name a few. Those are 
the costs that drive Government pro
curement. Full and open competition, 
from all of the testimony that we have 
heard in our committee, will save 
money in procurement. 

I rise in strong support of the Mey
ers-Collins amendment, and I think 
that small business supports procure
ment reform, but more important, 
small business supports competition. 

H.R. 1670 is supposed to simplify the 
procurement by weeding out bids from 
firms that have no chance at winning a 
contract. Fair enough. But how? In 
title I, H.R. 1670 eliminates full and 
open competition in favor of competi
tion whenever it is feasible or appro
priate or efficient. Who decides fea
sibility? An agency functionary. Who 
decides what is efficient? The same bu
reaucrat, the same people who gave us 
$600 hammers. 

Mr. Chairman, abandoning full and 
open competition is irresponsible. I 
have letters from the inspectors gen
eral from the Department of Defense 
and the Department of Veterans' Af
fairs urging Congress not to go back, to 
turn its back on full and open competi
tion. They say that a change is unnec
essary and will be confusing as to the 
level of standard for competition. 

H.R. 1670 also proposes to streamline 
the pre-qualification process. But is 
there any language laying out the 
process? No. Once again, it is all left to 
the procurement bureaucracy to de
vise. 

Read the bill. There are no proce
dures, no standards, nothing. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
allow the same weeding out of capable 
bidders, but inside of a statutory 
framework. It brings us back to cur
rent law. This amendment will allow 
agencies to eliminate unsuitable pro
posals early in the competition 
through preliminary evaluations. The 
amendment will meet the goals of H.R. 
1670 in a way that is fair to everyone, 
particularly small business. 

Agencies will have an opportunity to 
establish their needs for performance, 
and firms wishing to do business with 
the Government will have their oppor~ 
tunity. 

I urge my colleagues not to be misled 
with the cries of easing the burden on 
the contracting system. Businesses do 
not regularly bid on projects they have 
no hope of winning. Bid proposals cost 
time and money. Businesses are not in 
the habit of wasting their time and 
money on projects that have no chance 
for success. 

I ask my colleagues, are we in favor 
of letting the bureaucrats run off and 
just do their own thing? That is not 

what I have heard in this House over 
the last 9 months. 

H.R. 1670, in its current form, says let 
us give full authority to the bureauc
racy; we will just trust them to do the 
right thing. Mr. Chairman, I just can
not do that . I know what happens to 
small businesses when agencies have 
too much power. Rights are trampled. 
Ridiculous fines are levied. Jungles of 
arcane regulations appear. 

Many of my colleagues in the fresh
man class know this, too. It is a part of 
why they are here. That is not what I 
fought for when we passed the Regu
latory Flexibility Act amendments this 
year, and this is not what the Contract 
With America was all about, and that 
is why I support this amendment. 

This amendment will ensure small 
business is not run over by the regu
latory train of procurement streamlin
ing. Let us streamline procurement, 
yes, but let us not hand over total dis
cretionary authority to the bureauc
racy. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEY
ERS] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. MEYERS 
of Kansas was allowed to proceed for 30 
additional seconds.) 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to reiterate that this 
amendment is the same amendment 
that was attempted as a place holder in 
the DOD appropriation, or the author
ization, I believe. If you voted for the 
Collins amendment then, vote for the 
Collins-Meyers amendment now. It is 
the right thing to do for small busi
ness. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the Meyers-Collins amendment. 
The Meyers-Collins amendment re
sponds to the concerns of the small
business community and saves tax
payers' dollars by preserving the cur
rent standard and practice of full and 
open competition in Federal con tract
ing. 

The Meyers-Collins amendment re
sponds to concerns of the small-busi
ness community and saves taxpayers' 
dollars by rejecting the bill's grant of 
sweeping authority for contracting of
ficers to limit competition, such as 
when they believe that competition is 
not appropriate or feasible. 

Where are they going to make this 
decision? Behind locked doors? Who is 
going to oversee their decision process? 
The Meyers-Collins amendment helps 
small businesses and saves taxpayers' 
dollars by maintaining statutory 
standards that help protect businesses 
from arbitrary treatment by contract
ing bureaucratic officers. The Meyers
Collins amendment saves taxpayers' 
dollars and helps small businesses by 
rejecting the bill's issuance of multiple 
blank checks to career regulation writ-

ers to shape the Federal contracting 
process to their convenience. 

Mr. Chairman, full and open competi
tion is the heart of the free market 
system. In the Federal procurement 
process, it guarantees that the Govern
ment gets the best value for the goods 
and services it purchases. The full and 
open competition standard has been in 
law for over a decade. It was enacted as 
part of the Competition and Contract
ing Act of 1984, a bill that responded to 
the fraud, waste and abuse characteriz
ing Federal procurement at that time. 

We all remember the DOD spare parts 
horror stories and the investigation of 
influence peddling, the Ill Winds scan
dal. 

H.R. 1670 weakens full and open com
petition and could return us to those 
days of scandals. The simple fact is 
this: The case for changing the full and 
open competition standard has not 
been made in any credible or coherent 
fashion. The issue was not even raised 
at the February hearing of the commit
tee on Government Refor~ and Over
sight. The DOD inspector general and 
the IG of Veterans' Affairs agree com
pletely with this point, and I quote 
from the DOD inspector general's testi
mony: 

It is not clear what statutory short
comings the proposed changes are intended 
to fix . We have not seen any analysis or dem
onstration of a problem that supports mov
ing away from full and open competition. 

This is the IG saying, 
Don't, do not do it. 

0 1845 

The so-called section 800 panel, which 
provided the analytical basis for last 
year's F ASA bill, considered and ex
plicitly rejected moving away from full 
and open competition. They said do not 
do it, it will cause problems, it will 
waste taxpayers' dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, competition in Fed
eral contracting dates back to the rev
olutionary war. Competition .in con
tracting has been around that long for 
one simple reason: It is fair, it is hon
est, and it works well. Full and open 
competition saves 25 percent, accord
ing to GAO in our contracting pursuits 
in their recent report. Maybe even 
more importantly competition main
tains Federal procurement integrity 
and guarantees fair play by guarantee
ing that contracts are awarded on 
inerit; that they are awarded on merit, 
not favoritism and backroom decisions. 

It is easy, very easy, to understand 
why government bureaucrats would 
support a retreat from full and open 
competition. Deciding who can com
pete on any given contract is a very 
powerful position. Deciding who can 
compete on over $200 billion in tax
payers' funds in Federal contracts is a 
very powerful person. 

Doing business with a few well
known businesses is easier than consid
ering qualified bidders. That is why the 
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small business community is so op
posed to this bill. Small businesses 
make up the heart of our economy, 
generating 85 percent of all new jobs 
and providing extraordinary techno
logical innovations. Barring small 
businesses from the Federal acquisi
tion system is unfair and it makes ab
solutely no economic sense. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
MALONEY] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. 
MALONEY was allowed to proceed for 30 
additional seconds.) 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to conclude by saying 
the other side of the aisle has spent a 
great deal of time in this Congress de
bating the necessity of having risk as
sessment placed on our bureaucrats, of 
overseeing them and limiting what 
they are doing in health and safety, on 
food inspection, on the environment. 
We have to have risk assessment, we 
have to have standards, yet in this bill 
they hand the bureaucrats a com
pletely blank slate to determine what 
the standards are. There is no legisla
tive authority. There are no clear 
guidelines. I tell Members it is a disas
ter, and we will be back here changing 
it after dollars are wasted in fraud, 
waste and abuse. 

Full and open guarantees competi
tion and the best price for government 
goods, saving taxpayers' dollars. I con
gratulate the gentlewoman from Kan
sas [Mrs. MEYERS] · and the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] on 
their joint bipartisan effort on this bill 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLINGER]. 

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words in opposition to the Collins 
amendment and urge my colleagues to 
vote against it. 

The amendment furthers the notion 
that Congress is in the business of 
micromanaging the operations of the 
executive branch and removes the fun
damental reforms included in H.R. 1670, 
the Federal Acquisition Reform Act. 

The current system has confronted 
industry vendors with a maze of red
tape, often amounting to a step-by-step 
prescription that increases staff and 
equipment needs and leaves little room 
for the exercise of good business judg
ment, initiatives, and creativity. H.R. 
1670 would remove these unneeded pre
scriptions and move the system closer 
to a more commercial-like process by 
allowing industry sellers and govern
ment buyers to offer and acquire re
spectively maximum value for the tax
payer. 

Unfortunately, the gentlewoman's 
amendment would counter this drive to 
streamline and simplify the process. 
Instead, her amendment strips the fun
damental reform included in H.R. 1670 
and adds more requirements and more 
micromanagement to the already ar
cane procurement codes. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1670 would en
hance competition for government con
tracts, focused on the government's re
quirements, improved communications 
between government buyers and indus
try sellers, and reduce the Federal Gov
ernment's operating costs by increas
ing its reliance on the private sector 
for commercial products. 

NFIB is neutral on this issue, and I 
strongly urge my colleagues, to vote 
against this amendment. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHRYSLER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding. 

I have listened to this debate and I 
cannot believe we are talking about 
the same bill. I have heard a lot about 
scandals. The fact is the scandals oc
curred under the present system, and 
what we are trying to do is change the 
present system. 

We clearly spell out, if you have read 
the bill, that they shall obtain full and 
open competition that provides open 
access and that is consistent with the 
need to efficiently fulfill the Govern
ment's requirements. Open access is de
fined on page 21: 

When used with respect to a procurement 
means that all responsible sources are per
mitted to submit sealed bids or competitive 
proposals on the procurement. 

Mr. Chairman, what this bill does is 
spell out that the Government must 
note its requirements, apply certain 
weights to them based on the type of 
procurement, and than everyone can 
submit their procurement. What is 
holding small business up is also hold
ing big business up, and that is shelves 
of regulations, shelves of bureaucracy 
to go through. This tries to simplify 
the system to protect the taxpayers, 
No. 1, and to provide for the respon
sible bidders to gain a contract that 
they can actually fulfill, No. 2. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Collins amendment. 

· Mr. CHRYSLER. I yield back the bal
ance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very difficult 
situation where we are posited between 
two committee chairmen, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER]; the chairman of the Cammi t
tee on Government Reform and Over
sight, and the gentlewoman from Kan
sas [Mrs. MEYERS] the chairwoman of 
the Cammi ttee on Small Business. 
Both of these chairmen have as their 
goal the streamlining of the acquisi
tion process because it is good for the 
Government and it is good for busi
nesses of all types. I think, however, 
we have to take a closer look at the 
reason for the Collins-Meyers amend
ment, and that is to ensure that small 
businesses have a stake in the procure
ment process. 

Mr. Chairman, we can go through the 
different organizations that are for and 
against this bill, but I think probably 
the most compelling reason for the 
Collins-Meyers amendment is by the 
inspector general of the Department of 
Defense, a person who is in a civil serv
ice position. This is a nonpolitical posi
tion. I would quote briefly from the re
marks from the letter that is opposed 
to the underlying bill and it states as 
follows: 

It says, under the definition section, 
the word competitive procedures would 
have an added definition of "open ac
cess." We disagree with the changes. 
The revised definition of competitive 
procedures would allow the contracting 
officer to limit competition on the 
basis of efficiency. From our point of 
view, a definition for open access is not 
needed because under the current stat
utes all responsible sources are per
mitted to submit bids or proposals. 

He also goes on and he says, 
Subsections (b)(l), et cetera, conforming 

amendments to provide for full and open 
competition, that provides open access and is 
consistent with the need to efficiently fulfill 
the Government's requirements. 

The inspector general says we dis
agree with the changes because we be
lieve this is a further attempt to limit 
the use of full and open competitive 
procedures. 

Mr. Chairman, back in 1984, this body 
looked at the situation and it passed 
the Competition in Contracting Act in 
1984, which established the current 
standard of full and open competition, 
the standard to which the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] at
tempts to restore under her amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, we are dealing with 
the public trust. In one sense the Gov
ernment cannot be as selective as the 
private sector with v.:hom it does busi
ness. Everybody de:;;erves an oppor
tunity to compete f'or a Government 
contract. The exampi/~s are there. Prior 
to the act, there was a bid for a flame 
holder for the F-100 engine for the Air 
Force. The bid came in at $5,000, de
pending upon the size of the buy. When 
the Air Force restricted the purchase 
of the prime contractor, the cost 
jumped to $16,000 per flame holder. 

And, again, a divergent nozzle seg
ment for the F-100. The bid went from 
$2,400, when there was essentially sole 
sourcing, down to $1,000 per unit from 
the same contractor when this type of 
competition was allowed. 

Mr. Chairman, the small business 
people of this country are very much 
concerned that they have a stake, that 
they have the ability to compete in the 
procurement process. In the area which 
I represent, in the northern part of Illi
nois, over 6,000 different contracts have 
been signed by businesses with the Fed
eral Government over the past 10 
years. We are not talking about an in
side-the-beltway type of thing. We are 
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dealing literally with tens of thousands 
of small businesses that want to get in
volved in selling to the Federal Gov
ernment. 

The Collins-Meyers amendment 
strengthens a good bill. It strengthens 
the bill of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER]. It is not a 
weakening amendment. Members of 
this body voted overwhelmingly a few 
months ago to adopt the Collins 
amendment to the DOD authorization 
bill. Members of this body are already 
on record in being in favor of advocat
ing small businesses becoming involved 
with the procurement process. There
fore, Mr. Chairman, I would urge the 
Members of this body to back the Col
lins amendment. It is good for the 
United States of America, and it is 
good for small business. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, despite my high re
gard for the ranking Democrat on this 
committee and what I know to be her 
intent, and from her perspective im
proving this bill, I think it is only the 
responsible thing to do to put on the 
record how the Democratic White 
House, the people who have worked on 
reinventing government, on attempt
ing to streamline government, the peo
ple who, in fact, on a day-to-day basis, 
were vested with the responsibility of 
carrying out the contractual obliga
tions of the United States receiving 
bids, granting contracts, and, in fact, 
carrying out the laws that we entrust 
with them. 

The Department of Defense, the exec
utive branch, really need to be heard 
from on this bill. I think the most im
portant sentence in the statement of 
administration policy, which is dated 
today, September 13, 1995, says, the 
very first sentence, the administration 
supports House passage of H.R. 1670 as 
reported by the Government Reform 
and Oversight Committee. 

So, Mr. Chairman, while I understand 
the good intent of this amendment, the 
fact is that this amendment would 
change the legislation as reported by 
the committee and, thus, the Clinton 
administration does not support this 
amendment. 

D 1900 
Mr. Chairman, I am going to explain 

in the White House's words why they 
do not support this amendment. 

In a letter from the Defense Depart
ment, which explains the support for 
H.R. 1670 and the opposition of this 
amendment, the Department of De
fense explains that it will add signifi
cant bureaucratic burden without fur
thering the goal of acquisition stream
lining. The Defense Department sup
ports the concept that Government can 
no longer afford the time and the ad
ministrative burden associated with 
the requirement that every potential 

Government source must be allowed to 
compete even when not all of those 
sources have a realistic chance of re
ceiving the contract. Thus DOD sup
ports the enactment of the broad ge
neric authority to downselect that is 
not hampered by excessive procedural 
detail. This will leave the executive 
agency free to implement the author
ity in a flexible manner, enhancing the 
effectiveness of the authority. In addi
tion, allowing agencies to limit the 
number of offerers in the competitive 
range to three, the contracting officer 
determines the such action is war
ranted by considerations of efficiency 
which similarly enable agencies to ex
pedite the procurement process and 
allow offerers that do not have a real 
chance of receiving the award to save 
time and money by being removed 
sooner rather than late in the process. 
That is a realistic, rational approach 
to Government procurement reform. 

So I agree with the administration. I 
think we need to continue procurement 
reform. The statement of administra
tion policy, of Clinton administration 
policy, says that this is the one bill 
that continues the procurement reform 
that they have consistently supported. 
That is why, and I state again for em
phasis, the Clinton administration sup
ports House passage of this very bill 
before us as reported by the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight 
without amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORAN. I yield to the gentle
woman from Illinois. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mrs. COLLINS of Illi
nois and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
MORAN was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORAN. I yield to the gentle
woman from Illinois. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, what the gentleman did not read 
on this same statement that he has be
fore him, right on down under title I it 
says, even though it does say supports 
passage of the bill, it says, however, 
the language in title I has raised con
cerns about the Government's commit
ment to vigorous competition. With 
those concerns being raised, it seems to 
me the Government has not said it 
does not want full and open competi
tion. It raises that concern, the con
cern is there. It is stated on the same 
piece of paper that the gentleman just 
got through reading from, and that has 
to be taken into consideration. 

I favor the bill as is written with one 
exception, that it does not contain full 
and open competition. Full and open 
competition would make this bill much 
better. It makes it workable. It erases 
the concern that the Government has, 

that the administration has, on this 
piece of legislation. It is a worthy 
amendment that betters this bill. It 
does not weaken it in any way. It is an 
amendment that should be passed by 
this House of Representatives tonight. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MORAN 
was allowed to proceed for 30 addi
tional seconds.) 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
suggest to tpe chairman that we hand 
out the statement of administration 
policy to all of the Members. They can 
reach their own conclusion as to what 
it says, but I would also ask the Demo
cratic Members of this House particu
larly to call the White House and to 
ask them their position both on this 
amendment as well as on passage of the 
bill. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, September 13, 1995. 
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

(This statement has been coordinated by 
OMB with the concerned agencies.)-H.R. 
167~Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 
199&-(Clinger (R) PA and 16 cosponsors) 
The Administration supports House pas-

sage of H.R. 1670 as reported by the Govern
ment Reform and Oversight Committee. 

H.R. 1670 makes a number of important 
steps to simplify the procurement process, 
reduce bureaucracy, and make it easier for 
the Government to select suppliers commit
ted to good performance. In particular, the 
Administration supports the provisions that 
authorize simplified procedures for use in 
commercial product acquisitions, streamline 
"procurement integrity" requirements, and 
eliminate statutorily mandated layers of re
view that slow down the procurement proc
ess without adding value. 

The Administration will continue to work 
with Congress to address concerns with: 

Title I, which redefines "full and open 
competition" and authorizes "procedures 
other than competitive procedures" where 
competitive procedures are "not feasible or 
appropriate". The Administration appre
ciates the Committee's intent to authorize 
the streamlined competitive methods the 
Administration has sought without micro
managing in statute. The Administration 
agrees with the conclusion embodied in Title 
I that significant reforms of the way in 
which competitions are conducted are need
ed. These would include (1) authorizing inno
vative "two-phase procedures" allowing 
elimination of uncompetitive bidd.ers prior 
to full competitive proposals, and (2) allow
ing reduction of the competitive range, after 
receipt of proposals, in order to conduct an 
efficient procurement. However, the lan
guage in Title I has raised concerns about 
the Government's commitment to vigorous 
competition. The Administration therefore 
recommends consideration of its proposal to 
authorize the aforementioned streamlined 
procedures in statute. 

Title IV, concerning bid protests. While 
Title IV has been improved since its intro
duction, it still does not go far enough to re
duce excessive litigation, intrusive discovery 
techniques, and adversarial relations be
twe :m suppliers and the government cus
tomer. The Administration would support an 
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amendment that would reduce the litigation 
burden associated with Federal procurement. 
The Administration also continues to have 
concerns about consolidation of claims and 
protests into a single forum. Finally, the Ad
ministration has a constitutional concern 
with the manner in which Appeals Board 
judges would be appointed. These officials 
should be appointed by the heads of the 
agencies in which the Boards are located
the Department of Defense and the General 
Services Adminis tra tion- respecti vely. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a 
few questions, if I could, to the chair
man of the committee and the author 
of this legislation to try to clear up, I 
think, some comments that have been 
made perhaps in haste, or misunder
standing, on the floor. 

First of all, as I read the bill and I 
read this amendment, if this amend
ment fails, is not the standard in the 
bill still full and open competition? 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Absolutely, and that 
is one of the changes that has been 
made, frankly, since we last considered 
this measure, the DOD authorization 
bill. There was a concern that we were 
eliminating the language which has 
been relied on so long and so-for so 
many years, and so we put that lan
guage back in. Full and open competi
tion is still the standard, and what we 
have done is say everybody, access to 
everybody, everybody can come in. We 
have not changed that in any way. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS. I yield to the gentle
woman from Kansas. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I think within their own commit
tee 's report, it says the section would 
amend to define the terms "open ac
cess" and "competitive procedures" as 
the operative elements of the new com
petition standard. According to the 
new definition, open access would be 
achieved when all responsible sources 
are permitted to submit offers under 
competitive procedures, and then they 
define competitive procedures. Com
petitive procedures would be defined as 
those under which an agency enters 
into a contract pursuant to full and 
open competition that provides open 
access and is consistent with the Gov
ernment's needs to efficiently fulfill its 
requirements. That is the concern of 
small business. 

Mr. DA VIS. Let me ask the gentle
woman from Kansas then are there any 
notice provision that she has elimi
nated in her amendment, and I would 
ask both, as I understand it, what no
tice provisions now will not go out to 
small businesses under this that would 
have gone out, that would go out, if 
this amendment passes? 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. I just know 
that in the competition requirements, 

in the contracting requirements, they 
have eliminated the competition re
quirements. They have eliminated four 
pages. 

At the end of that they say standards 
for determining when the competitive 
procedure is not feasible or appropriate 
shall be set forth in the Federal acqui
sition regulation. 

In other words, the bureaucrats de
cide what is feasible and what is appro
priate, and that is what scares small 
business. 

Mr. DAVIS. Let me ask, if I can, the 
author of this bill, the standards for 
notice, if I can, for the procurements in 
this. Are they changed at all. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Not in any respect. 
Everybody is going to be fully aware 

of what is out there. 
Mr. DA VIS. Now let me put sole 

source to one side just for one second. 
Can anyone bid on the procurement re
gard? Is there any bar to anyone bid
ding that is in this bill? 

Mr. CLINGER. There is no bar to 
anybody who is, as my colleague 
knows, anyone can get in and bid on 
these Government procurements. 

Mr. DA VIS. And, as I read this, the 
amendment and the bill, there was 
some rhetoric about these decisions 
were made by Government bureau
crats. I guess they are talking about 
Government procurement officers, be
hind closed doors, back-door decisions. 
But, as I read the sole-source require
ments under the bill, they are the same 
seven source-sole requirements that 
currently are in operation that this 
amendment does not affect? 

Am I correct? 
Mr. CLINGER. That is exactly cor

rect. That is exactly correct. 
Mr. DAVIS. And I think when we 

start talking about this, we have to 
talk what is the current state of where 
we are now. Where does the adminis
tration stand on this? 

Mr. CLINGER. Well, I think it bears 
repeating. The administration in their 
statement we received tonight supports 
House passage of H.R. 1670 as reported 
by the Committee on Government Re
form and Oversight, and I think the 
gentleman from Virginia indicated 
some of the reasons behind that, that 
determination, which were afforded to 
the Department of Defense. 

Mr. DAVIS. My comments are simply 
this, and why I oppose the amendment: 

I understand the intentions of this 
and the concerns that have been raised, 
but I think they are bogus in this case. 
I think we ~ave-what we are doing to 
some extent is we are allowing the 
Government buyer, if my colleague 
will, the contracting officer or procure
ment officers-to make some decision, 
but we are allowing it earlier in the 
game. 

I was a procurement attorney for 15 
years, and I can tell the gentleman 
many times we would go out there and 
spent tens of thousands, sometimes 
hundreds of thousands, of dollars on a 
procurement and never really have had 
a chance at it at all after that money 
was spent. 

As I understand, if this amendment is 
defeated, one can still bid on the pro
curement. There is no bar to anyone 
bidding on these procurements, but 
they will know earlier in the process, 
before vast sums are expended, that 
they are outside the competitive range. 
That is a savings to these small firms, 
and many of them, I think, would wel
come this. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DA VIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. One other point. 
It has been suggested here that some 

nameless, faceless bureaucrats 
squirreled away someplace are going to 
be writing regulations that are going 
to limit, and restrict, and exclude peo
ple from the process. That is absolutely 
not true. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. CLINGER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DAVIS was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. CLINGER. That is absolutely un
true. What we are saying is that the 
procurement officials, very front and 
center, they are very much on the 
front line of the decisions that they 
make, are going to be given a little 
more flexibility, a little more discre
tion, in how they do these things. They 
are going to be answerable for deci
sions they make, and, in fact if they 
exclude people, they have to go on 
record in writing why and on the basis 
on which they excluded those people 
from the competition. 

So, it is not a nameless, faceless bu
reaucrat. It is going to be a very visible 
procurement officer. 

Mr. DA VIS. In fact, as I understand 
the legislation, the gentleman has even 
stricter standards in terms of bid pro
tests, in terms of what those criteria 
are going to be. 

Mr. CLINGER. Tighten those and 
make them much stronger. 

Mr. DAVIS. Let me just ask why be
cause I understand it is well inten
tioned, and I applaud the gentlewoman 
from Illinois for offering this the first 
time in the authorization bill, al
though it was narrowly defeated. A lot 
of the opposition at that time was the 
fact it was approach to the authoriza
tion bill and was not free-standing. In 
this we have made concessions in this 
to try to accommodate some of the 
concerns that were rightfully raised, 
and I applaud her for that. 

But the central issue here is, should 
the Government in its procurement op
erate on a "one size fits all" standard, 
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or are we going to allow the buyer, are 
we going to allow that agent then who 
is trying to get the best price they can 
for the Government, the flexibility to 
do the right thing, the flexibility to 
make those determinations, and, once 
again, the sole criteria is not changed 
one iota under the current law, and 
this amendment does not affect that at 
all. 

All the rhetoric notwithstanding it 
says decisions are going to be made in 
the back room. The decisions on sole 
source do not change one bit under 
this. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge opposition to 
this amendment. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in favor of the 
Collins-Meyers amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is amazing to listen 
to this debate as I was listening to it a 
few minutes ago from my office. I had 
to ask myself if this is 1995. Have we 
forgotten what it used to be like? Have 
we forgotten the fact that there was a 
time when only a few could really com
pete and be successful with government 
procurement, not only in Federal Gov
ernment, but in State government. We 
had situations where they did not even 
make public procurement opportuni
ties. We have had people fighting now 
for years so that we can shine some 
light on the opportunities that are 
available, and put in publications and 
made public. We have had to take away 
the opportunity for just a few to par
ticipate because there were bureau
crats who could literally hand it out to 
those they thought should get it. It 
was a little old comfortable network of 
folks who could be successful, and my 
colleagues know this procurement 
game. 

Yes, we could set up a situation that 
I hear people talking about on the floor 
today where we could have bureaucrats 
say, "Oh, I don't think this person, or 
that person, or this business is big 
enough, or smart enough, or the pro
posal doesn't look good enough, or it 
comes from a strange part of the coun
try." We did not know that they had 
these kinds of operations there. They 
could do all of those things and exclude 
people from bidding, from participat
ing. They could cut a lot of small busi
nesses out that could be successful if 
they only had a decent chance to com
pete. 

But we do not want to go back to 
those days. We do not want to allow 
any one, or two, or three individuals to 
decide that they know best without 
people having a real opportunity to be 
evaluated. 

We talk about merit day in and day 
out. Well, I want my colleagues to 
know that is what this discussion is 
about, that is what this debate is 
about. It is about whether or not the 
Federal Government is going to open 
up opportunity for everybody. 

I hear a lot about suspect for small 
businesses, but this is the real test. 
This is the test of whether or not we 
are going to let small businesses, some 
of whom have not been successful in 
the past, but they are willing to con
tinue to spend their money, they are 
willing to continue to knock on these 
doors, they are willing to continue to 
work hard to get a piece of this Gov
ernment business. Do not close the 
door not, and, please, do not make the 
argument about it is inconvenient. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not care about 
anybody's proposal for streamlining 
Government. Of course we want to 
streamline Government. But we do not 
ever want to conclude that it is too in
convenient for us to allow small busi
nesses to compete, to allow those who 
have not had opportunities in the past. 
This is a test of whether or not those 
who stand up time and time again talk
ing about how America is made up of 
small businesses and how they need, 
but have the opportunity, to partici
pate, to see where they really stand for 
the opportunity for small business to 
participate. 

D 1915 
We are talking about opening it up, 

fair competition. We are talking about 
evaluating. We are talking about 
merit. This is a time to use to open the 
doors, not close them, not exclude, not 
keep out small businesses and women 
and others who have not been success
ful in this process in the past, because 
we have had those bureaucrats who can 
make decisions and not really evaluate 
people on their ability to perform. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support 
H.R. 1670 and encourage our colleagues 
to vote for its passage. "Better," "fast
er," "cheaper" are more than buzz 
words, Mr. Chairman. Last Congress we 
began efforts to make these words a re
ality as we began the process of 
streamlining the Federal acquisition 
process. Starting with the enactment 
into law of FASA, the .Federal Acquisi
tion Streamlining Act, H.R. 1670 builds 
on that initiative. 

I would like to address right now, 
however, two issues that I think need 
more clarification. First is the admin
istration's position. My colleague from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] read some ex
cerpts from the statement of adminis
tration policy, and I would like to read 
some others, because they bear on the 
issue of this amendment. 

The administration appreciates the com
mittee's intent to authorize the streamlined 
competitive methods the administration has 
sought without micromanaging in statute. 
These would include, one. authorizing inno
vative two-phased procedures allowing elimi
nation of uncompetitive bidders prior to full 
competitive proposals; and, two, allowing re
duction of the competitive range after re
ceipt of proposals in order to conduct an effi
cient procedure. 

I do not think, Mr. Chairman, that 
efficiency is the only goal, but it is a 
valid goal. The other goals are oppor
tunity, and "better'', "faster", "cheap
er", and I think what we are trying to 
do here is to achieve a balance among 
three good goals. 

Let me further read some language 
from the Department of Defense, which 
has a position on the Meyers amend
ment, which is not going to be offered 
today but, nonetheless, which also re
lates to this amendment. These defense 
views were prepared before it was clear 
that the Meyers amendment would be 
withdrawn, and they are in opposition 
to the Meyers amendment, making this 
statement: 

The Department of Defense supports the 
concept that government can no longer af
ford the time and the administrative burden 
associated with the requirement that every 
potential government source must be al
lowed to compete, even when not all of those 
sources have a realistic chance of receiving 
the government contract. Thus, DOD. sup
ports the enactment of broad, generic au
thority to down-select that is not hampered 
by excessive procedural detail," and so forth. 

And it goes on to be more specific 
about the Meyers amendment. 

I would like to say this. As a general 
matter, though, it is kind of difficult 
to parse it all. The administration has 
suggested its opposition to these 
amendments, not because it is opposed 
to opportunity, but because it thinks 
that the reinventing government idea, 
which should apply to procurement, re
quires change. After all, if it does not, 
we will never get to a better allocation 
of scarce dollars. Change is painful. I 
think that our colleague, the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS], 
has been enormously helpful in this 
conversation, but my own conclusion, 
based on my experience with defense 
procurement and my effort to parse 
and understand this complex material, 
is that if we are ever to get to a bal
ance among three goals: Efficiency, 
"better", "faster", "cheaper", and op
portunity, we ought not to adopt this 
amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gentle
woman from Illinois. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, we are still talking about the ad
ministration policy, the statement of 
administration policy, and it says right 
here on this third paragraph, 

The administration will continue to work 
with Congress to address concerns with title 
I, which redefines full and open competition 
and authorizes procedures other than com
petitive procedures where competitive proce
dures are not feasible or appropriate. 

This tells me that the administration 
has not signed off on that part of the 
bill. It tells me that there is still some 
concern that has been raised. Full and 
open competition has given the admin
istration concern. They said, "How
ever, the language in title I has raised 
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concerns about the government's com
mitment to vigorous competition." 
Therefore, the Collins-Meyers amend
ment is absolutely on time and on tar
get. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, the first sentence as 
read by the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. MORAN] says, "The Administra
tion supports passage of H.R. 1670 as re
ported by the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight." 

In conclusion, just let me say again 
that I reluctantly oppose this amend
ment and I believe that the administra
tion and specifically the Defense De
partment are in opposition to this 
amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. If the gen
tlewoman will continue to yield, I 
think it is great for you and for others 
to recite the very first line in this 
statement, adding line No. 3, to point 
out the concerns. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, this is a very com
plex and opaque statement of position, 
I agree with you, but I have read other 
lines on this proposal. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. If the gen
tlewoman will continue to yield, then 
why are we using this? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
HARMAN] has expired. 

(On request of Mr. CLINGER, and by 
unanimous consent, Ms. HARMAN was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER]. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, in case 
there is any confusion, I would like to 
refer to the letter from the Under Sec
retary of Defense, Mr. Longuemare, 
who does say-

The Department of Defense is strongly op
posed to the proposed amendment and be
lieves that it will add significant bureau
cratic burden without furthering the goal of 
acquisition streamlining. 

I think that is unequivocal and very 
clear. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, this letter is di
rected to the Meyers amendment, not 
to the Collins amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. If the gentlewoman 
will continue to yield, they are, how
ever, very close cousins. 

· Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I would agree with 
the gentleman that they are close 
cousins, and I would also say to the 
gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEY
ERS] that her leadership on the Com
mittee on Small Business is unassailed 
and it is with great diffidence that I 
stand here and suggest that we ought 
to support the original text of the leg
islation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
HARMAN] has expired. 

(On request of Mrs. MEYERS of Kan
sas, and by unanimous consent, Ms. 
HARMAN was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gentle
woman from Kansas. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, something is in the 
administration statement that is real
ly puzzling me. It was just pointed out 
to me. It says, 

The administration agrees with the conclu
sion embodied in title I that significant re
forms of the way in which competitions are 
conducted are needed. These would include, 
one, authorizing innovative two-phased pro
cedures, allowing elimination of uncompeti
tive bidders prior to full competitive propos
als; and, two, allowing reduction of the com
petitive range after receipt of proposals in 
order to conduct an efficient procurement. 

Those are not in the bill. Those are 
not in H.R. 1670 as it stands right now. 
So I think that those would have been 
in had my amendment been adopted. I 
decided instead to support the Collins 
amendment. Mine was much longer and 
I thought it may be too complex. But 
those two factors that are addressed in 
the administration's statement are 
simply not in the bill. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I appreciate my 
friend's words, but I do not believe it is 
a correct statement of the bill's provi
sions. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Collins amendment that would open 
competition for small business, and I 
think it is appropriate that our chair
man of the Committee on Small Busi
ness is also supporting it. 

The Collins amendment retains the 
current practice allowing all business 
to compete for government procure
ment contracts under full and open 
competition. The bill would restrict 
competition by allowing agency em
ployees, those so-called terrible bu
reaucrats, to limit the companies al
lowed to compete. The Collins amend
ment was previously adopted in this 
House on the DOD Authorization Act 
on June 14 allowing for consideration 
of procurement reform, and the Collins 
amendment was supported by a great 
many different groups, including the 
Small Business Working Group, the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Small 
Business Administration, and of course 
the chair of the Cammi ttee on Small 
Business, the gentlewoman from Kan
sas [Mrs. MEYERS]. There are also other 
groups, the Latin American Manage
ment Association, the National Asso
ciation of Minority Businesses. It is 
very important that they have an abil
ity to compete for Government con
tracts on equal footing if they can do 
the job. 

I think that is what this whole effort 
is about, to bring more competition to 

help to lower the cost to the taxpayers 
in this bill. That is why I voted for the 
bill coming out of committee, and I 
hope we can improve it a great deal to
night with the Collins amendment. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from New York. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
just would like to respond to some of 
the prior speakers on the administra
tion policy statement, which just ar
rived at the last minute. I might note 
that it does not address what the Mey
ers-Collins amendment is addressing, 
which is full and open competition. 
When it does, it waffles, and I quote 
title I: "* * * has raised concern about 
the government's commitment to vig
orous competition." 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to under
score and highlight my support of the 
statement made by the gentlewoman 
from Kansas, in that when it does go 
into detail it talks about items that 
were in her amendment that are not in 
the amendment that is before the body 
now. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just say, I agree with the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. HARMAN] that the 
statement of administration policy in 
the letter that we have could be clear
er, but clearly it is authentic, because 
it is obvious that is written by Federal 
bureaucrats. 

I love Federal bureaucrats, as the 
gentlewoman knows I do, they are my 
constituents, but it clearly is authen
tic. If it was not authentic, it might be 
easier to read. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield in 
order to respond, I am not questioning 
whether it is an authentic statement 
or not. I am saying that it does not ad
dress what we are debating now, which 
is the Meyers-Collins amendment, 
which goes to the heart of procurement 
reform, the procurement debate, which 
the Small Business Administration and 
so many other small businesses have 
reached out to us, and that is preserv
ing full and open competition. It talks 
about a lot of other things and a lot of 
other concerns, but it does not directly 
address the concerns that are before us 
in this particular amendment. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I did 
not make the statement or the point 
that I wanted to make. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE 
GREEN, has expired. 

(On request of Mrs. COLLINS of Illi
nois, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas was allowed to 
proceed for 3 additional minutes.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. 
COLLINS]. 
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Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair

man, we are at the point, I believe, 
where we are going to vote very, very 
shortly on the Collins amendment. 

I just want to point out that this 
amendment is the same identical 
amendment that we voted on in June 
of this year. Not a word of it has been 
changed. It made good sense then, it 
makes good sense now. This bill does 
not preserve full and open competition. 

What it does is put a statutory bait 
and switch on the House and on the 
American public. I think that we can
not do those kinds of things. We must 
in fact vote for the Collins-Meyers 
amendment, because we want to be 
fair, we want to do the right thing by 
small business, we want to do the right 
thing by large business, we want to do 
the right thing by American business. 

We want everybody to have an oppor
tunity to play a part as being vendors 
for the American dollar. We are all tax
payers here. Everybody who pays 
taxes, everybody who pays taxes one 
way or the other has a right to have a 
small business. They have a right to 
have a low cost. They have a right to 
have the Government accept their bids 
and to be looked at carefully. 

They do not have the right, they do 
not have the right to have somebody 
just say arbitrarily that we do not 
want to take your bid. We do not want 
your business, because we have to have 
a deal someplace else. 

Mr. Chairman, it makes good sense, 
it makes fair sense to vote for the Col
lins-Meyers amendment on full and 
open competition. 

D 1930 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the Collins amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUTE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to make a couple of points in 
closing. We have had a spirited debate. 
I think it has been a good debate. I just 
wanted to make a couple of points as 
we conclude this debate. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUTE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my good friend from Massachusetts for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to speak be
fore the chairman of the committee, 
because I want Members to be left with 
his remarks. But I do think it is useful 
to respond to some of the questions 
that have been raised with regard to 
the language that has come from the 
White House and from the Department 
of Defense. 

The bottom line is that the White 
House opposes this amendment and 

supports the bill. I will conclude with 
the point that I know, because I have 
spoken with the White House, that the 
White House does not support this 
amendment. It opposes this amend
ment. 

It does support this bill. It has sup
ported this bill consistently. I think 
that is important for all the Members 
of the House to know, but particularly 
for the Democratic Members of the 
House who wish to support the continu
ing commitment to Government re
form, and particularly to procurement 
reform as is accomplished by this bill. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim
ing my time, I yield further to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER]. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
we have had a very thorough debate. 
We are ready to vote on this matter. It 
is clear, there is a significant dif
ference between us on this major issue. 
I would point out one thing: The gen
tlewoman from Illinois said not one 
word, not one comma, not one phrase 
has been changed in this amendment; 
it is exactly the same amendment we 
voted on in June. 

That is true. What has changed is the 
underlying bill to which the amend
ment is proposed. We have made sig
nificant changes in the underlying bill 
which we considered in June. We have 
accommodated many of the concerns 
that were raised by the gentlewoman 
from Illinois and by others with regard 
to the small business concerns. I think 
we have addressed those. We did not 
have, for example, the language "full 
and open competition" in the bill that 
we considered in June. That is now in 
there. We have made a number of other 
changes that I think should go a long 
way toward addressing it. 

What we have not done though is 
give way on a significant, significant 
factor, and that is the factor that we 
really need to get flexibility. We need 
to give these procurement officers who 
are going to be very public in their de
cisions some ability to do the best 
thing for the government. The Govern
ment, after all, is who we are trying to 
assist in getting the biggest bang for 
the bucks that we spend. 

So I would just in closing point out a 
couple of other things that need to be 
pointed out. It was alluded earlier and 
I want to stress it again that there was 
perhaps support of the NIFB. They did 
support this measure in June. They no 
longer do support this measure in Sep
tember. The Chamber of Commerce has 
just informed us that they do not sup
port this amendment at this particular 
time because of the fact that we have 
made significant progress in addressing 
those concerns. 

In fact, the others who strongly sup
port our bill range from the American 
Electronics Association, American De
fense Preparedness Association, Con
tract Services Association, and, most 

importantly, Mr. chairman, most im
portantly, it has the very strong sup
port of the Americans For Tax Reform, 
the National Taxpayers Union, and 
other groups that have been real 
watchdogs in trying to hold down 
spending to get the biggest bang for 
their buck. 

We feel that this bill is going to en
able us to attack that 20 percent pre
mium which we now pay on almost all 
goods and services that we deal with in 
the Federal Government. We really 
think this is the best opportunity we 
have, perhaps in this Congress, to ef
fect the kinds of savings that we need 
to d.o to get to a balanced budget. So I 
must reluctantly but firmly urge a 
"no" vote on the Collins amendment. I 
really think that it would undercut, 
perhaps not gut, but seriously impair 
the ability for us to get the savings we 
are after. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, the Small Business 
Association and the White House Con
ference on Small Business, as well as 
the American Chamber of Commerce, 
supports this amendment. It is ironic 
to me that we are opposing open gov
ernment, when all we have heard this 
year is the angry feelings out there 
where people feel they do not have ac
cess to their government. I do not be
lieve that this issue has been addressed 
in the bill. If it had been, we would not 
be considering this amendment. 

Small businesses will want access to 
their government. They are not asking 
for a handout. They simply want con
sideration. They do not- want to be 
barred from submitting bids. It seems 
to me that the least we can do is pro
tect our small business people and pro
tect our taxpaying citizens and allow 
that their bids be considered. 

The good-old-boy network has 
worked for many years, not because it 
has been supported by the general pub
lic, but because they never had an op
portunity to get in the door to prove 
that they can do adequate work. I 
think that this amendment will do 
that. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Kansas. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I would just like to say that I 
have a letter here from the chamber 
dated September 12. It says: 

Further, a strong case would have to be 
made to justify the modification of the 
standard and practice of full and open com
petition that has worked well for more than 
a decade since the enactment of the Com
petition in Contracting Act of 1984. The 
Chamber believes that increased awards to 
small business over the past decade through 
full and open competition and the subse
quent growth of a number of these compa
nies demonstrates the effectiveness of this 
standard. 
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I think they strongly endorse the 
principle, Mr. Chairman, and I think 
they wrote that letter when they 
thought it was going to be my amend
ment. They were not aware it was 
going to be another amendment. I 
think that is the only reason that they 
have stated this withdrawal. They 
strongly support full and open competi
tion. I think they support the concept, 
and I am not at all ashamed to associ
ate their name with this. We have 
taken the names off anything printed. 
But I have been working with them all 
along. They knew last week what was 
in the bill of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and they still 
felt that it would be wrong to remove 
full and open competition. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my 
time, I would simply close by saying 
we owe it to our small businesses, we 
owe it to our general business commu
nity, to allow them access to their own 
government. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re
spectfully offer what I believe are two 
corrections in the debate here. The 
first is we were informed by the staff 
from the majority leader's office that 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce has not 
taken an official position on this 
amendment, which, if correct, means, 
of course, they have not endorsed this 
amendment one way or the other. 

Second of all, more central to this 
debate, it is statements that are start
ing to be made that the advocates of 
the amendment say they want free 
competition and full competition and 
fair competition so small business can 
enter bids and be considered. All of 
that remains under this bill. H.R. 1670 
does not change any of that. All that 
H.R. 1670 changes is that it allows a 
procurement officer to make an earlier 
decision in a process to take certain 
bids out of consideration so that a 
smaller number of bids more likely to 
be accepted to the Government's needs 
will go through and be reviewed further 
along the line. That is all that it does. 

The point is that everybody can sub
mit a bid, just as they have always 
been able to submit a bid. Further, the 
appellate process for the purpose of 
procurement remains in effect. So any
one who believes, whether they are 
small business or large business or any
one else, that their procurement has 
not been handled fairly, that they were 
rejected early in the process without 
good justification, they can appeal 
that. So their rights are protected. 

The point is, we are trying to make 
Federal procurement look like and 
function more like private procure
ment, because we have seen the strides 
that business has made in terms of ac
complishing its goals, which, of course, 
are to get the best possible product at 

the best possible price. That ought to 
be the Government's goal. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Collins amendment. 

The way the bill is currently written it would 
restrict true competition and would allow agen
cy bureaucrats to limit small businesses from 
competing on Government contracts. 

I would also like to point out to the rest of 
my colleagues that a similar amendment was 
passed as part of the DOD Authorization Act 
of 1996 by an overwhelming margin. 

The Collins amendment is pro small busi
ness and is supported by the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, the Small Business Working 
Group, and the Small Business Administration. 

The Collins amendment would retain the 
current practice of allowing all businesses to 
compete for government procurement con
tracts under full and open competition. 

I ask my fellow colleagues to support the 
Collins amendment and allow for fair and open 
competition of all business. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 182, noes 239, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bishop 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Engel 
Ensign 

[Roll No. 660) 
AYES-182 

Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Forbes 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 

LaHood 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Mink 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Rahall 

Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 

Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Browder 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 

Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 

NOES-239 
Franks (NJ) 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
ls took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lucas 
Martini 
Matsui 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 

24953 
Traficant 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
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Wilson 
Wolf 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-13 
Cox 
de la Garza 
Frost 
Herger 
Moakley 

Mollohan 
Myrick 
Pelosi 
Reynolds 
Rose 

0 2000 

Sisisky 
Tucker 
Waldholtz 

Messrs. CREMEANS, WILLIAMS, 
and W AMP changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. DOYLE, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FARR, 
and Mr. MASCARA changed their vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DA VIS 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DA VIS: 
Add at the end of title I (page 36, after line 

9) the following new section: 
SEC. 107. TWO-PHASE SELECTION PROCEDURES. 

(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISITIONS.-(!) 
Chapter 137 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after section 2305 the 
following new section: 
"§ 2305a. Two-phase selection procedures 

"(a) AUTHORIZATION.-Unless the tradi
tional acquisition approach of design-bid
build is used or another acquisition proce
dure authorized by law is used, the head of 
an agency shall use the two-phase selection 
procedures authorized in this section for en
tering into a contract for the design and con
struction of a public building, facility, or 
work when a determination is made under 
subsection (b) that the procedures are appro
priate for use. 

"(b) CRITERIA FOR USE.-A contracting offi
cer shall make a determination whether two
phase selection procedures are appropriate 
for use for entering into a contract for the 
design and construction of a public building, 
facility, or work when the contracting offi
cer anticipates that three or more offers will 
be received for such contract, design work 
must be performed before an offeror can de
velop a price or cost proposal for such con
tract, the offeror will incur a substantial 
amount of expense in preparing the offer, 
and the contracting officer has considered 
information such as the following: 

"(1) The extent to which the project re
quirements have been adequately defined. 

"(2) The time constraints for delivery of 
the project. 

"(3) The capability and experience of po
tential contractors. 

"(4) The suitability of the project for use of 
the two-phase selection procedures. 

"(5) The capability of the agency to man
age the two-phase selection process. 

"(6) Other criteria established by the agen
cy. 

"(c) PROCEDURES DESCRIBED.-Two-phase 
selection procedures consist of the following: 

"(1) The agency develops, either in-house 
or by contract, a scope of work statement for 
inclusion in the solicitation that defines the 
project and provides prospective offerors 
with sufficient information regarding the 
Government's requirements (which may in
clude criteria and preliminary design, budget 
parameters, and schedule or delivery re
quirements) to enable the offerors to submit 
proposals which meet the Government's 

needs. When the two-phase selection proce
dure is used for design and construction of a 
public building, facility, or work and the 
agency contracts for development of the 
scope of work statement, the agency shall 
contract for architectural/engineering serv
ices as defined by and in accordance with the 
Brooks Architect-Engineers Act (40 U.S.C. 
541 et seq.). 

"(2) The contracting officer solicits phase-
one proposals that--

"(A) include information on the offeror's-
"(i) technical approach; and 
"(ii) technical qualifications; and 
"(B) do not include-
"(i) detailed design information; or 
"(ii) cost or price information. 
"(3) The evaluation factors to be used in 

evaluating phase-one proposals are stated in 
the solicitation and include specialized expe
rience and technical competence, capability 
to perform, past performance of the offeror's 
team (including the architect-engineer and 
construction members of the team if the 
project is for the construction of a public 
building, facility, or work) and other appro
priate factors, except that cost-related or 
price-related evaluation factors are not per
mitted. Each solicitation establishes the rel
ative importance assigned to the evaluation 
factors and subfactors that must be consid
ered in the evaluation of phase-one propos
als. The agency evaluates phase-one propos
als on the basis of the phase-one evaluation 
factors set forth in the solicitation. 

"(4) The contracting officer selects as the 
most highly qualified the number of offerors 
specified in the solicitation to provide the 
property or services under the contract and 
requests the selected offerors to submit 
phase-two compet'itive proposals that in
clude technical proposals and cost or price 
information. Each solicitation establishes 
with respect to phase two-

"(A) the technical submission for the pro
posal, including design concepts or proposed 
solutions to requirements addressed within 
the scope of work (or both), and 

"(B) the evaluation factors and subfactors, 
including cost or price, that must be consid
ered in the evaluations of proposals in ac
cordance with section 2305(b)(4) of this title. 
The contracting officer separately evaluates 
the submissions described in subparagraphs 
(A) and (B). 

"(5) The agency awards the contract in ac
cordance with section 2305(b)(4) of this title. 

"(d) SOLICITATION TO STATE NUMBER OF 
OFFERORS To BE SELECTED FOR PHASE Two 
REQUESTS FOR COMPETITIVE PROPOSALS.-A 
solicitation issued pursuant to the proce
dures described in subsection (c) shall state 
the maximum number of offerors that are to 
be selected to submit competitive proposals 
pursuant to subsection (c)(4). The maximum 
number specified in the solicitation shall not 
exceed 5 unless the agency determines with 
respect to an individual solicitation that a 
specified number greater than 5 is in the 
Government's interest and is consistent with 
the purposes and objectives of the two-phase 
selection process. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT FOR GUIDANCE AND REGU
LATIONS.-The Federal Acquisition Regu
latory Council, established by section 25(a) 
of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 421(a)), shall provide guidance 
and promulgate regulations--

"(!)regarding the factors that may be con
sidered in determining whether the two
phase contracting procedures authorized by 
subsection (a) are appropriate for use in indi
vidual contracting situations; 

"(2) regarding the factors that may be used 
in selecting contractors; 

"(3) providing for a uniform approach to be 
used Government-wide; 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 137 of such title is amended by add
ing after the item relating to section 2305 the 
following new item: 
"2305a. Two-phase selection procedures.". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISITIONS.-(1) 
Title III of the Federal Property and Admin
istrative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 251 et 
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 
303L the following new section: 

"(a) AUTHORIZATION.-Unless the 'tradi
tional' acquisition approach of design-bid
build is used or another acquisition proce
dure authorized by law is used, the head of 
an executive.agency shall use the two-phase 
selection procedures authorized in this sec
tion for entering into a contract for the de
sign and construction of a public building, 
facility, or work when a determination is 
made under subsection (b) that the proce
dures are appropriate for use. The two-phase 
selection procedures authorized in this sec
tion may also be used for entering into a 
contract for the acquisition of property or 
services other than construction services 
when such a determination is made. 

"(b) CRITERIA FOR USE.-A contracting offi
cer shall make a determination whether two
phase selection procedures are appropriate 
for use for entering into a contract for the 
design and construction of a public building, 
facility, or work when the contracting offi
cer anticipates that three or more offers will 
be received for such contract, design work 
must be performed before an offeror can de
velop a price or cost proposal for such con
tract, the offeror will incur a substantial 
amount of expense in preparing the offer, 
and the contracting officer has considered 
information such as the following: 

"(1) The extent to which the project re
quirements have been adequately defined. 

"(2) The time constraints for delivery of 
the project. 

"(3) The capability and experience of po
tential contractors. 

"(4) The suitability of the project for use of 
the two-phase selection procedures. 

"(5) The capability of the agency to man
age the two-phase selection process. 

"(6) Other criteria established by the agen-
cy. . 

"(c) PROCEDURES DESCRIBED.-Two-phase 
selection procedures consist of the following: 

"(1) The agency develops, either in-house 
or by contract, a scope of work statement for 
inclusion in the solicitation that defines the 
project and provides prospective offerors 
with sufficient information regarding the 
Government's requirements (which may in
clude criteria and preliminary design, budget 
parameters, and schedule or delivery re
quirements) to enable the offerors to submit 
proposals which meet the Government's 
needs. When the two-phase selection proce
dure is used for design and construction of a 
public building, facility, or work and the 
agency contracts for development of the 
scope of work statement, the agency shall 
contract for architectural/engineering serv
ices as defined by and in accordance with the 
Brooks Architect-Engineers Act (40 U.S.C. 
541 et seq.). 

"(2) The contracting officer solicits phase-
one proposals that--

"(A) include information on the offeror's-
"(i) technical approach; and 
"(ii) technical qualifications; and 
"(B) do not include-
"(i) detailed design information; or 
"(ii) cost or price information. 
"(3) The evaluation factors to be used in 

evaluating phase-one proposals are stated in 
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the solicitation and include specialized expe
rience and technical competence, capability 
to perform, past performance of the offeror's 
team (including the architect-engineer and 
construction members of the team if the 
project is for the construction of a public 
building, facility, or work) and other appro
priate factors, except that cost-related or 
price-related evaluation factors are not per
mitted. Each solicitation establishes the rel
ative importance assigned to the evaluation 
factors and subfactors that must be consid
ered in the evaluation of phase-one propos
als. The agency evaluates phase-one propos
als on the basis of the phase-one evaluation 
factors set forth in the solicitation. 

"(4) The contracting officer selects as the 
most highly qualified the number of offerors 
specified in the solicitation to provide the 
property or services under the contract and 
requests the selected offerors to submit 
phase-two competitive proposals that in
clude technical proposals and cost or price 
information. Each solicitation establishes 
with respect to phase two-

"(A) the technical submission for the pro
posal, including design concepts or proposed 
solutions to requirements addressed within 
the scope of work (or both), and 

"(B) the evaluation factors and subfactors. 
including cost or price, that must be consid
ered in the evaluations of proposals in ac
cordance with section 303B(d). 
The contracting officer separately evaluates 
the submissions described in subparagraphs 
(A) and (B). 

"(5) The agency awards the contract in ac
cordance with section 303B of this title. 

"(d) SOLICITATION TO STATE NUMBER OF 
OFFERORS To BE SELECTED FOR PHASE Two 
REQUESTS FOR COMPETITIVE PROPOSALS.-A 
solicitation issued pursuant to the 
precedures described in subsection (c) shall 
state the maximum number of offerors that 
are to be selected to submit competitive pro
posals pursuant to subsection (c)(4). The 
maximum number specified in the solicita
tion shall not exceed 5 unless the agency de
termines with respect to an individual solici
tation that a specified number greater than 
5 is in the Government's interest and is con
sistent with the purposes and objectives of 
the two-phase selection process. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT FOR GUIDANCE AND REGU
LATIONS.-The Federal Acquisition Regu
latory Council, established by section 25(a) 
of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 421(a)), shall provide guidance 
and promulgate regulations-

"(!) regarding the factors that may be con
sidered in determining whether the two
phase contracting procedures authorized by 
subsection (a) are appropriate for use in indi
vidual contracting situations; 

"(2) regarding the factors that may be used 
in selecting contractors; 

"(3) providing for a uniform approach to be 
used Government-wide; 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such Act is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 303L the following 
new item: 
"Sec. 303M. Two-phase selection proce

dures.". 
Mr. DA VIS (during the reading). Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, we had 

published this in the RECORD. We have 

made two modifications from what was 
published. It will have the support of 
the administration and the committee 
chair on this. One was expressed by the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
GILCHREST], the other by the adminis
tration. We have addressed those. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DA VIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. GILCHREST. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 
the gentleman on about 98 percent of 
the content of his amendment. There 
was one part of the amendment on 
which we had some confusion with the 
language referring to stipends for those 
contractors who were not selected with 
the award. The gentleman withdrew 
that section of the amendment, and we 
have worked out a compromise where 
we will hold hearings on this portion of 
the amendment. I am sure we can re
solve this problem. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just ask the gentleman, as I under
stand it, we have stricken the stipend 
provision, but any existing provisions 
in law that would allow a government 
contracting agent, of course, would re
main in effect; is that correct? 

Mr. GILCHREST. Any existing law 
remains in effect at this time, yes. 

Mr. DA VIS. I thank the gentleman. 
Let me just add that we have had a co
alition of groups that have tradition
ally been at odds over how Federal pro
curements these groups compete on 
should be phrased. We have gotten 
them together and endorsed this. That 
includes the American Consulting En
gineers Council, the American Insti
tute of Architects, the American Soci
ety of Civil Engineers, the Associated 
Builders and Contractors, the Associ
ated General Contractors of America, 
the Construction Industries' Presidents 
Forum, the Design-Build Industry of 
America, and the National Society of 
Professional Engineers. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just simply 
say, I did a Dear Colleague letter this 
morning, but this amendment will, 
where appropriate, allow the agency 
buyer to choose between the tradi
tional procurement methodology and 
the two-phase design-build selection 
procedure. It will allow the agency to 
develop either in-house or by contract 
a scope of work defining the project. 
The amendment also provides procur
ing agencies flexibility to determine 
the level of preliminary design nec
essary to be acquired, using the tradi
tional method. It will provide the agen
cy flexibility and authority to deter
mine the number of offerers of com
petitive proposals in the second phase 
of the proc!urement process. 

It will require the FAR counsel to de
termine if the two-phase procedures 
are appropriate for use in individual 
contracting situations, establish fac-

tors that may be used to select con
tractors, establish a uniform govern
mentwide approach, and establish cri
teria for awarding stipends. I would 
urge adoption of this amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DA VIS. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, the dis
tinguished author of this bill and the 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to commend the gentleman on 
this amendment. I think it makes a 
very valuable addition to the bill. As 
he says, it does not replace the Brooks 
Act. It requires an alternative method 
of dealing with the Brooks architect
engineers provision. I think it is a val
uable addition, and we are pleased to 
support the amendment. I commend 
the gentleman on that and for his help 
on this. 

Mr. DA VIS. I thank the gentleman, 
and I thank the committee staff and 
Mrs. Brown for working with us, and 
the different groups, I ask adoption of 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title I? 
The Clerk will designate title II. 
The text of title II is as follows: 

TITLE II-COMMERCIAL ITEMS 
SEC. 201. COMMERCIAL ITEM EXCEPTION TO RE

QUIREMENT FOR COST OR PRICING 
DATA AND INFORMATION LIMITA-
TIONS. . 

(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUJSITIONS.-(1) Sub
sections (b), (c), and (d) of section 2306a of title 
10, United States Code, are amended to read as 
follows: 

"(b) EXCEPTIONS.-
"(]) IN GENERAL.-Submission of cost or pric

ing data shall not be required under subsection 
(a) in the case of a contract, a subcontract, or 
modification of a contract or subcontract-

"( A) for which the price agreed upon is based 
on-

"(i) adequate price competition; or 
"(ii) prices set by law or regulation; 
"(B) for the acquisition of a commercial item; 

or 
"(C) in an exceptional case when the head of 

the procuring activity, without delegation, de
termines that the requirements of this section 
may be waived and justifies in writing the rea
sons for such determination. 

"(2) MODIFICATIONS OF CONTRACTS AND SUB
CONTRACTS FOR COMMERCIAL ITEMS.-ln the case 
of a modification of a contract or subcontract 
for a commercial item that is not covered by the 
exception on the submission of cost or pricing 
data in paragraph (l)(A) or (l)(B), submission 
of cost or pricing data shall not be required 
under subsection (a) if-

"( A) the contract or subcontract being modi
fied is a contract or subcontract for which sub
mission of cost or pricing data may not be re
quired by reason of paragraph (l)(A) or (l)(B); 
and 

"(B) the modification would not change the 
contract or subcontract, as the case may be, 
from a contract or subcontract for the acquisi
tion of a commercial i tem to a contract or sub
contract for the acquisition of an item other 
than a commercial item. 
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"(c) AUTHORITY To REQUIRE COST OR PRICING 

DATA ON BELOW-THRESHOLD CONTRACTS.-(]) 
Subject to paragraph (2). when certified cost or 
pricing data are not required to be submitted by 
subsection (a) for a contract, subcontract, or 
modification of a contract or subcontract, such 
data may nevertheless be required to be submit
ted by the head of the procuring activity, but 
only if the head of the procuring activity deter
mines that such data are necessary for the eval
uation by the agency of the reasonableness of 
the price of the contract, subcontract, or modi
fication of a contract or subcontract. In any 
case in which the head of the procuring activity 
requires such data to be submitted under this 
subsection, the head of the procuring activity 
shall justify in writing the reason for such re
quirement. 

"(2) The head of the procuring activity may 
not require certified cost or pricing data to be 
submitted under this paragraph for any con
tract or subcontract, or modification of a con
tract or subcontract, covered by the exceptions 
in subparagraph (A) or (B) of subsection (b)(l). 

"(3) The head of a procuring activity may not 
delegate functions under this paragraph. 

"(d) LIMITATIONS ON OTHER INFORMATION.
The Federal Acquisition Regulation shall in
clude the fallowing: 

"(1) Provisions concerning the types of infor
mation that contracting officers may consider in 
determining whether the price of a procurement 
to the Government is fair and reasonable when 
certified cost or pricing data are not required to 
be submitted under this section, including ap
propriate information on the prices at which the 
same item or similar items have previously been 
sold that is adequate for evaluating the reason
ableness of the price of the proposed contract or 
subcontract for the procurement. 

"(2) Reasonable limitations on requests for 
sales data relating to commercial items. 

"(3) A requirement that a contracting officer 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, limit 
the scope of any request for information relating 
to commercial items from an off eror to only that 
information that is in the form regularly main
tained by the off eror in commercial operations. 

"(4) A statement that any information re
ceived relating to commercial items that is ex
empt from disclosure under section 552(b) of title 
5 shall not be disclosed by the Federal Govern
ment.". 

(2) Section 2306a of such title is further 
amended-

( A) by striking out subsection (h); and 
(B) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub

section (h) . 
(3) Section 2375 of title JO, United States Code, 

is amended by striking out subsection (c). 
(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISIT/ONS.-(1) Sub

sections (b), (c) and (d) of section 304A of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 254b) are amended to read 
as follows: 

"(b) EXCEPTIONS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Submission of cost or pric

ing data shall not be required under subsection 
(a) in the case of a contract, a subcontract, or 
a modification of a contract or subcontract-

"( A) for which the price agreed upon is based 
on-

" ( i) adequate price competition; or 
"(ii) prices set by law or regulation; 
"(B) for the acquisition of a commercial item; 

OT 

"(C) in an exceptional case when the head of 
the procuring activity , without delegation, de
termines that the requirements of this section 
may be waived and justifies in writing the rea
sons for such determination. 

"(2) MODIFICATIONS OF CONTRACTS AND SUB
CONTRACTS FOR COMMERCIAL ITEMS.-ln the case 
of a modification of a contract or subcontract 

for a commercial item that is not covered by the 
exception on the submission of cost or pricing 
data in paragraph (l)(A) or (l)(B), submission 
of cost or pricing data shall not be required 
under subsection (a) if-

"( A) the contract or subcontract being modi
fied is a contract or subcontract for which sub
mission of cost or pricing data may not be re
quired by reason of paragraph (l)(A) or (l)(B); 
and 

"(B) the modification would not change the 
contract or subcontract, as the case may be, 
from a contract or subcontract for the acquisi
tion of a commercial item to a contract or sub
contract for the acquisition of an item other 
than a commercial item. 

"(c) AUTHORITY To REQUIRE COST OR PRICING 
DATA ON BELOW-THRESHOLD CONTRACTS.-(]) 
Subject to paragraph (2), when certified cost or 
pricing data are not required to be submitted by 
subsection (a) for a contract, subcontract, or 
modification of a contract or subcontract, such 
data may nevertheless be required to be submit
ted by the head of the procuring activity, but 
only if the head of the procuring activity deter
mines that such data are necessary for the eval
uation by the agency of the reasonableness of 
the price of the contract, subcontract, or modi
fication of a contract or subcontract. In any 
case in which the head of the procuring activity 
requires such data to be submitted under this 
subsection, the head of the procuring activity 
shall justify in writing the reason for such re
quirement. 

"(2) The head of the procuring activity may 
not require certified cost or pricing data to be 
submitted under this paragraph for any con
tract or subcontract, or modification of a con
tract or subcontract, covered by the exceptions 
in subparagraph (A) or (B) of subsection (b)(l). 

"(3) The head of a procuring activity may not 
delegate the functions under this paragraph. 

"(d) LIMITATIONS ON OTHER INFORMATION.
The Federal Acquisition Regulation shall in
clude the following: 

"(1) Provisions concerning the types of infor
mation that contracting officers may consider in 
determining whether the price of a procurement 
to the Government is fair and reasonable when 
certified cost or pricing data are not required to 
be submitted under this section, including ap
propriate information on the prices at which the 
same item or similar items have previously been 
sold that is adequate for evaluating the reason
ableness of the price of the proposed contract or 
subcontract for the procurement. 

"(2) Reasonable limitations on requests for 
sales data relating to commercial items. 

"(3) A requirement that a contracting officer 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, limit 
the scope of any request for information relating 
to commercial items from an offeror to only that 
information that is in the form regularly main
tained by the off er or in commercial operations. 

"(4) A statement that any information re
ceived relating to commercial items that is ex
empt from disclosure under section 552(b) of title 
5 shall not be disclosed by the Federal Govern
ment.". 

(2) Section 304A of such Act is further amend
ed-

(A) by striking out subsection (h); and 
(B) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub

section (h). 
SEC. 202. APPLICATION OF SIMPLIFIED PROCE

DURES TO COMMERCIAL ITEMS. 
(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISITIONS.-Section 

2304(e) of title 10, United States Code, as amend
ed by section JOJ(a), is further amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting after "spe
cial simplified procedures" the following: "for 
purchases of commercial items and"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4) The Federal Acquisition Regulation shall 
provide that, in the case of a purchase of com
mercial items in an amount greater than the 
simplified acquisition threshold, the head of an 
agency-

"( A) may not conduct the purchase on a sole 
source basis unless the need to do so is justified 
in writing and approved in accordance with the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation; and 

"(B) shall include in the contract file a writ
ten description of the procedures used in award
ing the contract and the number of offers re
ceived.". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISIT/ONS.-Section 
303(e) of the Federal Property and Administra
tive Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253), as 
amended by section lOl(b), is further amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting after "spe
cial simplified procedures" the following: "for 
purchases of commercial items and"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the fallowing new 
paragraph: 

"(5) The Federal Acquisition Regulation shall 
provide that, in the case of a purchase of com
mercial items in an amount greater than the 
simplified acquisition threshold, an executive 
agency-

"( A) may not conduct the purchase on a sole 
source basis unless the need to do so is justified 
in writing and approved in accordance with the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation; and 

"(B) shall include in the contract file a writ
ten description of the procedures used in award
ing the contract and the number of offers re
ceived.". 

(c) SIMPLIFIED NOTICE.-Section 18 of the Of
fice of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 
U.S.C. 416) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(5) (as redesignated by 
section lOl(c))-

(A) by striking out "limited"; and 
(B) by inserting before "submission" the fol

lowing: "issuance of solicitations and the"; and 
(2) in subsection (b)(6), by striking out 

"threshold-" and inserting in lieu thereof 
''threshold, or a contract for the procurement of 
commercial items using simplified procedures-". 
SEC. 203. AMENDMENT TO DEFINITION OF COM-

MERCIAL ITEMS. . 
Section 4(12)(F) of the Office of Federal Pro

curement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 403(12)(F)) is 
amended by striking out "catalog". 
SEC. 204. INAPPLICABILITY OF COST ACCOUNT

ING STANDARDS TO CONTRACTS 
AND SUBCONTRACTS FOR COMMER
CIAL ITEMS. 

Subparagraph (B) of section 26(f)(2) of the Of
fice of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 
U.S.C. 422(f)(2)) is amended-

(1) by striking out clause (i) and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"(i) Contracts or subcontracts for the acquisi
tion of commercial items."; and 

(2) by striking out clause (iii). 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title II? 

The Clerk will designate title III. 
The text of title III is as follows: 

TITLE DI-ADDITIONAL REFORM 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 301. GOVERNMENT RELIANCE ON THE PRI
VATE SECTOR. 

(a) GOVERNMENT RELIANCE ON THE PRIVATE 
SECTOR.-The Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is amended by 
inserting after section 16 the following new sec
tion: 
"SEC. 17. GOVERNMENT RELIANCE ON THE PRI

VATE SECTOR. 
"It is the policy of the Federal Government to 

rely on the private sector to supply the products 
and services the Federal Government needs.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of con
tents for the Office of Federal Procurement Pol
icy Act (contained in section l(b)) is amended by 
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inserting after the item relating to section 16 the 
following new item: ., 
"Sec. 17. Government reliance on the private 

sector.". 
SEC. 302. ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN CERTIFI

CATION REQUIREMENTS. 
(a) ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN STATUTORY CER

TIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.-(l)(A) Section 2410 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended-

(i) in the heading, by striking out ": cerlifi· 
cation"; and 

(ii) in subsection (a)-
( I) in the heading, by striking out "CERTIFI

CATION"; 
(Il) by striking out "unless" and all that fol

lows through "that-" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "unless-"; and 

(Ill) in paragraph (2), by striking out "to the 
best of that person's knowledge and belief". 

(B) The item relating to section 2410 in the 
table of sections at the beginning of chapter 141 
of such title is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 2410. Requests for equitable adjustment or 

other relief. ''. 
(2) Section 2410b of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended in paragraph (2) by striking 
out "certification and". 

(3) Section 1352(b)(2) of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended-

( A) by striking out subparagraph (C); and 
(B) by inserting "and" after the semicolon at 

the end of subparagraph (A). 
(4) Section 5152 of the Drug-Free Workplace 

Act of 1988 (41 U.S.C. 701) is amended-
( A) in subsection (a)(l), by striking out "has 

certified to the contracting agency that it will" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "agrees to"; 

(B) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out "con
tract includes a certification by the individual" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "individual 
agrees"; and 

(C) in subsection (b)(l)-
(i) by striking out subparagraph (A); 
(ii) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub

paragraph (A) and in that subparagraph by 
striking out "such certification by failing to 
carry out"; and 

(iii) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (B). 

(b) ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN REGULATORY 
CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.-

(]) CURRENT CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.
(A) Not later than 210 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, any certification required 
of contractors or off er ors by the Federal Acqui
sition Regulation that is not specifically im
posed by statute shall be removed by the Admin
istrator for Federal Procurement Policy from the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation unless-

(i) written justification for such certification 
is provided to the Administrator by the Federal 
Acquisition Regulatory Council; and 

(ii) the Administrator approves in writing the 
retention of such certification. 

(B)(i) Not later than 210 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, any certification re
quired of contractors or offerors by a procure
ment regulation of an executive agency that is 
not specifically imposed by statute shall be re
moved by the head of the executive agency from 
such regulation unless-

( I) written justification for such certification 
is provided to the head of the executive agency 
by the senior procurement executive; and 

(II) the head of the executive agency approves 
in writing the retention of such certification. 

(ii) For purposes of clause (i), the term "head 
of the executive agency" with respect to a mili
tary department means the Secretary of De
fense. 

(iii) The Secretary of Defense may delegate his 
duties under this subparagraph only to the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology. 

(2) FUTURE CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.
(A) Section 29 of the Office of Federal Procure
ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 425) is amended-

(i) by amending the heading to read as fol
lows: 
"SEC. 29. CONTRACT CLAUSES AND CERTIFI

CATIONS."; 
(ii) by inserting "(a) NONSTANDARD CONTRACT 

CLAUSES.-" before "The Federal Acquisition"; 
and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) PROHIBITION ON CERTIFICATION REQUIRE
MENTS.-(]) A requirement for a certification by 
a contractor or offeror may not be included in 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation unless-

"( A) the certification is specifically imposed 
by statute; or 

"(B) written justification for such certifi
cation is provided to the Administrator for Fed
eral Procurement Policy by the Federal Acquisi
tion Regulatory Council, and the Administrator 
approves in writing the inclusion of such certifi
cation. 

"(2)( A) A requirement for a certification by a 
contractor or off er or may not be included in a 
procurement regulation of an executive agency 
unless-

"(i) the certification is specifically imposed by 
statute; or 

"(ii) written justification for such certification 
is provided to the head of the executive agency 
by the senior procurement executive of the agen
cy, and the head of the executive agency ap
proves in writing the inclusion of such certifi
cation. 

"(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term 'head of the executive agency' with respect 
to a military department means the Secretary of 
Defense. 

"(C) The Secretary of Defense may delegate 
his duties under this paragraph only to the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology.". 

(B) The item relating to section 29 in the table 
of contents for the Office of Federal Procure
ment Policy Act (contained in section l(b)) (41 
U.S.C. 401 note) is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 29. Contract clauses and certifications.". 
SEC. 303. AMENDMENT TO COMMENCEMENT AND 

EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY TO CON
DUCT CERTAIN TESTS OF PROCURE
MENT PROCEDURES. 

Subsection (j) of section 5061 of the Federal 
Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (41 U.S.C. 
413 note) is amended to read as follows: 

"(j) COMMENCEMENT AND EXPIRATION OF AU
THORITY.-The authority to conduct a test 
under subsection (a) in an agency and to award 
contracts under such a test shall take effect on 
August 1, 1995, and shall expire on August 1, 
2000. Contracts entered into before such author
ity expires in an agency pursuant to a test shall 
remain in effect, notwithstanding the expiration 
of the authority to conduct the test under this 
section.''. 
SEC. 304. INTERNATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS. 

(a) REPEAL OF PROVISION RELATING TO RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND PRODUCTION 
COSTS.-

(1) Subject to paragraph (2), section 21(e) of 
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2761(e)) 
is amended-

( A) by inserting "and" after the semicolon at 
the end of paragraph (l)(A); 

(B) by striking out subparagraph (B) of para
graph (1); 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) of 
paragraph (1) as subparagraph (B); 

(D) by striking out paragraph (2); and 
(E) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2). 
(2) Paragraph (1) shall be effective only if-
( A) the President, in the budget of the Presi

dent for fiscal year 1997, proposes legislation 

that if enacted would be qualifying offsetting 
legislation; and 

(B) there is enacted by October 1, 1996, quali
fying offsetting legislation. 

(3) If the conditions in paragraph (2) are met, 
then the amendments made by paragraph (1) 
shall take effect on October 1, 1996. 

(4) For purposes of this subsection: 
(A) The term "qualifying offsetting legisla

tion" means legislation that includes provisions 
that-

(i) offset fully the estimated revenues lost as a 
result of the amendments made by paragraph (1) 
for each of the fiscal years 1997 through 2000; 

(ii) expressly state that they are enacted for 
the purpose of the offset described in clause (i); 
and 

(iii) are included in full on the PayGo score
card. 

(B) The term "PayGo scorecard" means the 
estimates that are made with respect to fiscal 
years through fiscal year 2000 by the Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office and the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget 
under section 252(d) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.-The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall be effective with respect 
to sales agreements pursuant to sections 21 and 
22 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2761 and 2762) entered into during the period be
ginning on October 1, 1996, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 2000. 
SEC. 305. PROCUREMENT INTEGRITY. 

(a) AMENDMENT OF PROCUREMENT INTEGRITY 
PROVISION.-Section 27 of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 423) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 27. RESTRICTIONS ON DISCLOSING AND OB

TAINING CONTRACTOR BID OR PRO
POSAL INFORMATION OR SOURCE 
SELECTION INFORMATION. 

"(a) PROHIBITION ON DISCLOSING PROCURE
MENT lNFORMATION.-(1) A person described in 
paragraph (2) shall not, other than as provided 
by law, knowingly disclose contractor bid or 
proposal information or source selection inf or
mation before the award of a Federal agency 
procurement contract to which the information 
relates. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) applies to any person 
who-

"(A) is a present or former officer or employee 
of the United States, or a person who is acting 
or has acted for or on behalf of, or who is advis
ing or has advised the United States with re
spect to, a Federal agency procurement; and 

"(B) by virtue of that office, employment, or 
relationship has or had access to contractor bid 
or proposal information or source selection in
formation. 

"(b) PROHIBITION ON OBTAINING PROCURE
MENT lNFORMATION.-A person shall not, other 
than as provided by law, knowingly obtain con
tractor bid or proposal information or source se
lection information before the award of a Fed
eral agency procurement contract to which the 
information relates. 

"(c) PROHIBITION ON DISCLOSING OR OBTAIN
ING PROCUREMENT INFORMATION IN CONNECTION 
WITH A PROTEST.-(1) A person shall not, other 
than as provided by law, knowingly violate the 
terms of a protective order described in pq,ra
graph (2) by disclosing or obtaining contractor 
bid or proposal information or source selection 
information related to the procurement contract 
concerned. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) applies to any protective 
order issued by the Defense Board or the Civil
ian Board in connection with a protest against 
the award or proposed award of a Federal agen
cy procurement contract. 

"(d) PENALTIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE AC
TIONS.-
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"(1) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.-
"( A) Whoever engages in conduct constituting 

an offense under subsection (a) , (b) , or (c) shall 
be imprisoned for not more than one year or 
fined as provided under title 18, Uni ted States 
Code, or both. 

"(B) Whoever engages in conduct constituting 
an offense under subsection (a) , (b), or (c) for 
the purpose of either-

" (i) exchanging the information covered by 
such subsection for anything of value, or 

"(ii) obtaining or giving anyone a competitive 
advantage in the award of a Federal agency 
procurement contract, 
shall be imprisoned for not more than 15 years 
or fined as provided under title 18, United States 
Code, or both. 

"(2) CIVIL PENALTIES.- The Attorney General 
may bring a civil action in the appropriate Unit
ed States district court against any person who 
engages in conduct constituting an offense 
under subsection (a), (b), or (c) . Upon proof of 
such conduct by a preponderance of the evi
dence, the person is subject to a civil penalty. 
An individual who engages in such conduct is 
subject to a civil penalty of not more than 
$50,000 for each violation plus twice the amount 
of compensation which the individual received 
or offered for the prohibited conduct. An organi
zation that engages in such conduct is subject to 
a civil penalty of not more than $500,000 for 
each violation plus twice the amount of com
pensation which the organization received or of
fered for the prohibited conduct. 

"(3) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS.-( A) If a Fed
eral agency receives information that a contrac
tor or a person has engaged in conduct con
stituting an offense under subsection (a), (b), or 
(c), the Federal agency shall consider taking 
one or more of the following actions, as appro
priate: 

"(i) Cancellation of the Federal agency pro
curement, if a contract has not yet been award
ed. 

"(ii) Rescission of a contract with respect to 
which-

"( I) the contractor or someone acting for the 
contractor has been convicted for an offense 
under subsection (a), (b), or (c), or 

"(II) the head of the agency that awarded the 
contract has determined, based upon a prepon
derance of the evidence, that the contractor or 
someone acting for the contractor has engaged 
in conduct constituting such an offense. 

"(iii) Initiation of suspension or debarment 
proceedings for the protection of the Govern
ment in accordance with procedures in the Fed
eral Acquisition Regulation. 

"(iv) Initiation of adverse personnel action, 
pursuant to the procedures in chapter 75 of title 
5, United States Code, or other applicable law or 
regulation. 

"(B) If a Federal agency rescinds a contract 
pursuant to subparagraph (A)(ii), the United 
States is entitled to recover, in addition to any 
penalty prescribed by law, the amount expended 
under the contract. 

"(C) For purposes of any suspension or debar
ment proceedings initiated pursuant to subpara
graph (A)(iii), engaging in conduct constituting 
an offense under subsection (a), (b), or (c) af
fects the present responsibility of a Government 
contractor or subcontractor. 

"(e) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) The term 'contractor bid or proposal in

formation' means any of the following inf orma
tion submitted to a Federal agency as part of or 
in connection with a bid or proposal to enter 
into a Federal agency procurement contract, if 
that information has not been previously made 
available to the public or disclosed publicly: 

"(A) Cost or pricing data (as defined by sec
tion 2306a(h) of title 10, United States Code, 
with respect to procurements subject to that sec-

tion, and section 304A(h) of Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 
U.S.C. 254b(h), with respect to procurements 
subject to that section). 

"(B) Indirect costs and direct labor rates. 
"(C) Proprietary information about manufac

turing processes, operations, or techniques 
marked by the contractor in accordance with 
applicable law or regulation. 

"(D) Information marked by the contractor as 
'contractor bid or proposal information' . in ac
cordance with applicable law or regulation . 

"(2) The term 'source selection information' 
means any of the following information pre
pared for use by a Federal agency for the pur
pose of evaluating a bid or proposal to enter 
into a Federal agency procurement contract, if 
that information has not been previously made 
available to the public or disclosed publicly: 

" (A) Bid prices submitted in response to a 
Federal agency solicitation for sealed bids, or 
lists of those bid prices before public bid open
ing. 

"(B) Proposed costs or prices submitted in re
sponse to a Federal agency solicitation, or lists 
of those proposed costs or prices. 

"(C) Source selection plans. 
"(D) Technical evaluation plans. 
"(E) Technical evaluations of proposals. 
"(F) Cost or price evaluations of proposals. 
"(G) Competitive range determinations that 

identify proposals that have a reasonable 
chance of being selected for award of a contract. 

"(H) Rankings of bids, proposals, or competi
tors. 

"(!) The reports and evaluations of source se
lection panels, boards, or advisory councils. 

"(J) Other information marked as 'source se
lection information' based on a case-by-case de
termination by the head of the agency, his des
ignee, or the contracting officer that its disclo
sure would jeopardize the integrity or successful 
completion of the Federal agency procurement 
to which the information relates . 

"(3) The term 'Federal agency' has the mean
ing provided such term in section 3 of the Fed
eral Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 (40 u.s.c. 472) . 

"(4) The term 'Federal agency procurement' 
means the acquisition (by using competitive pro
cedures and awarding a contract) of goods or 
services (including construction) from non-Fed
eral sources by a Federal agency using appro
priated funds. 

"(5) The term 'contracting officer' means a 
person who, by appointment in accordance with 
applicable regulations, has the authority to 
enter into a Federal agency procurement con
tract on behalf of the Government and to make 
determinations and findings with respect to 
such a contract. 

"(6) The term 'protest' means a written objec
tion by an interested party to the award or pro
posed award of a Federal agency procurement 
contract, pursuant to title IV of the Federal Ac
quisition Reform Act of 1995. 

"(f) LIMITATION ON PROTESTS.-No person 
may file a protest against the award or proposed 
award of a Federal agency procurement con
tract alleging an offense under subsection (a) ; 
(b), or (c), of this section, nor may the Defense 
Board or the Civilian Board consider. such an 
allegation in deciding a protest, unless that per
son reported to the Federal agency responsible 
for the procurement information that the person 
believed constituted evidence of the offense no 
later than 14 days after the person first discov
ered the possible offense. 

"(g) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.-This section does 
not-

"(1) restrict the disclosure of information to, 
or its receipt by, any person or class of persons 
authorized, in accordance with applicable agen
cy regulations or procedures, to receive that in
formation; 

"(2) restrict a contractor from disclosing its 
own bid or proposal information or the recipient 
from receiving that information; 

" (3) restrict the disclosure or receipt of infor
mati on relating to a Federal agency procure
ment after it has been canceled by the Federal 
agency before contract award unless the Federal 
agency plans to resume the procurement; 

" (4) prohibit individual meetings between a 
Federal agency employee and an off er or or po
tential offeror for, or a recipient of, a contract 
or subcontract under a Federal agency procure
ment, provided that unauthorized disclosure or 
receipt of contractor bid or proposal information 
or source selection information does not occur; 

"(5) authorize the withholding of information 
from, nor restrict its receipt by, Congress, a com
mittee or subcommittee of Congress, the Comp
troller General, a Federal agency, or an inspec
tor general of a Federal agency; 

"(6) authorize the withholding of information 
from, nor restrict its receipt by, the Defense 
Board or the Civilian Board in the course of a 
protest against the award or proposed award of 
a Federal agency procurement contract; or 

"(7) limit the applicability of any require
ments, sanctions, contract penalties, and rem
edies established under any other law or regula
tion. " . 

(b) REPEALS.-The following provisions of law 
are repealed: 

(1) Sections 2397, 2397a, 2397b, and 2397c of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(2) Section 33 of the Federal Energy Adminis
tration Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 789). 

(3) Section 281 of title 18, United States Code. 
(4) Subsection (c) of section 32 of the Office of 

Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 428). 
(5) The first section 19 of the Federal Non

nuclear Energy Research and Development Act 
of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5918). 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(1) The table of sections at the beginning of 

chapter 141 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out the items relating to 
sections 2397, 2397a, 2397b, and 2397c. 

(2) The table of sections at .the beginning of 
chapter 15 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out the item relating to sec
tion 281. 

(3) Section 32 of the Office of Federal Procure
ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 428) is amended by 
redesignating subsections (d), (e), (f), and (g) as 
subsections (c), (d), (e), and (f), respectively. 
SEC. 306. FURTHER ACQUISITION STREAMLINING 

PROVISIONS. 
(a) PURPOSE OF OFFICE OF FEDERAL PRO

CUREMENT POLJCY.-(1) Section 5(a) of the Of
fice of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 
U.S.C. 404) is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) To promote economy, efficiency, and ef
fectiveness in the procurement of property and 
services by the executive branch of the Federal 
Government, there shall be an Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy (hereinafter ref erred to as 
the 'Office') in the Office of Management and 
Budget to provide overall direction of Govern
ment-wide procurement policies, regulations, 
procedures, and forms for executive agencies.". 

(2) Sections 2 and 3 of such Act (41 U.S.C. 401 
and 402) are repealed. 

(b) REPEAL OF REPORT REQUIREMENT.- Sec
tion 8 of the Office of Federal Procurement Pol
icy Act (41 U.S.C. 407) is repealed. 

(c) REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISIONS.- (1) 
Sections 10 and 11 of the Office of Federal Pro
curement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 409 and 410) are 
repealed. 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.- The table of con
tents for the Office of Federal Procurement Pol
icy Act (contained in section l(b)) is amended by 
striking out the items relating to sections 2, 3, 8, 
10, and 11. 
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SEC. 307. JUSTIFICATION OF MAJOR DEFENSE AC

QUISITION PROGRAMS NOT MEET
ING GOALS. 

Section 2220(b) of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 
"In addition, the Secretary shall include in 
such annual report a justification for the con
tinuation of any program that-

"(1) is more than 50 percent over the cost goal 
established for the development, procurement, or 
operational phase of the program; 

"(2) fails to achieve at least 50 percent of the 
performance capability goals established for the 
development, procurement, or operational phase 
of the program; or 

"(3) is more than 50 percent behind schedule, 
as determined in accordance with the schedule 
goal established for the development, procure
ment, or operational phase of the program.". 
SEC. 308. ENHANCED PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES 

FOR ACQUISITION WORKFORCE. 
(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISITIONS.-Sub

section (b) of section 5001 of the Federal Acqui
sition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-
355; 108 Stat. 3350; 10 U.S.C. 2220 note) is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as 
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(2) by designating the second sentence as 
paragraph (2); 

(3) by inserting "(1)" after "(b) ENHANCED 
SYSTEM OF PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES.-"; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
"(3) The Secretary shall include in the en

hanced system of incentives the following: 
"(A) Pay bands. 
"(B) Significant and material pay and pro

motion incentives to be awarded, and significant 
and material unfavorable personnel actions to 
be imposed, under the system exclusively, or pri
marily, on the basis of the contributions of per
sonnel to the performance of the acquisition 
program in relation to cost goals, performance 
goals, and schedule goals. 

"(C) Provisions for pay incentives and pro
motion incentives to be awarded under the sys
tem.". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISITIONS.-Sub
section (c) of section 5051 of the Federal Acquisi
tion Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-
355; 108 Stat. 3351; 41 U.S.C. 263 note) is amend
ed-

(1) by redesignating subpa.ragraphs (A) and 
(B) of paragraph (2) as clauses (i) and (ii), re
spectively; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as 
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(3) by inserting "(1)" after "(c) ENHANCED 
SYSTEM OF PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES.-"; and . 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
"(2) The Deputy Director shall include in the 

enhanced system of incentives under paragraph 
(l)(B) the following: 

"(A) Pay bands. 
"(B) Significant and material pay and pro

motion incentives to be awarded, and significant 
and material unfavorable personnel actions to 
be imposed, under the system exclusively, or pri
marily, on the basis of the contributions of per
sonnel to the pert ormance of the acquisition 
program in relation to cost goals, performance 
goals, and schedule goals. 

"(C) Provisions for pay incentives and pro
motion incentives to be awarded under the sys
tem.". 
SEC. 309. RESULTS ORIENTED ACQUISITION PRO

GRAM CYCLE. 
Section 5002(a) of the Federal Acquisition 

Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-355; 
108 Stat. 3350) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" before "to ensure"; and 
(2) by striking out the period at the end and 

inserting in lieu thereof the following: "; (2) to 
ensure that the regulations compress the time 

periods associated with developing, procuring, 
and making operational new systems; and (3) to 
ensure that Department of Defense directives re
lating to development and procurement of inf or
mation systems (numbered in the 8000 series) 
and the Department of Defense directives num
bered in the 5000 series are consolidated into one 
series of directives that is consistent with such 
compressed time periods.". 
SEC. 310. RAPID CONTRACTING GOAL. 

(a) GOAL.-The Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act, as amended by section 106, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 36. RAPID CONTRACTING GOAL. 

"The Administrator for Federal Procurement 
Policy shall establish a goal of reducing by 50 
percent the time necessary for executive agen
cies to acquire an item for the user of that 
item.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of con
tents for such Act, contained in section l(b), is 
amended by adding at the end the fallowing 
new item: 
"Sec. 36. Rapid contracting goal.". 
SEC. 311. ENCOURAGEMENT OF MULTIYEAR CON

TRACTING. 
(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISITIONS.-Section 

2306b(a) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph (1) 
by striking out "may" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "shall, to the maximum extent pos
sible,". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISITIONS.-Section 
304B(a) of the Federal Property and Administra
tive Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 254c(a)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph (1) 
by striking out "may" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "shall, to the maximum extent pos
sible,". 
SEC. 312. CONTRACTOR SHARE OF GAINS AND 

LOSSES FROM COST, SCHEDULE, 
AND PERFORMANCE EXPERIENCE. 

(a) ARMED SERVICES ACQUISITIONS.-(1) Chap
ter 137 of title 10, United States Code, is amend
ed by inserting after section 2306b the following 
new section: 
"§2306c. Contractor share of gains and losses 

from cost, schedule, and performance expe· 
rience 
"The Federal Acquisition Regulation shall 

contain provisions to ensure that, for any cost
type contract or incentive-type contract, the 
contractor may be rewarded for contract per
formance exceeding the contract cost, schedule, 
or pert ormance parameters to the benefit of the 
United States and may be penalized for failing 
to adhere to cost, schedule, or performance pa
rameters to the detriment of the United States.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 2306b the fallowing new 
item: 
"2306c. Contractor share of gains and losses 

from cost, schedule, and perform
ance experience.". 

(b) CIVILIAN AGENCY ACQUISITIONS.-(1) Title 
III of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 251 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 304C the f al
lowing new section: 
"SEC. 304D. CONTRAC'FOR SHARE OF GAINS AND 

LOSSES FROM COST, SCHEDULE, 
AND PERFORMANCE EXPERIENCE. 

"The Federal Acquisition Regulation shall 
contain provisions to ensure that, for any cost
type contract or incentive-type contract, the 
contractor may be rewarded for contract per
t ormance exceeding the contract cost, schedule, 
or performance parameters to the benefit of the 
United States and may be penalized for failing 
to adhere to cost, schedule, or pert ormance pa
rameters to the detriment of the United States.". 

(2) The table of contents for such Act, con
tained in section l(b), is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 304C the fol
lowing new item: 
"Sec. 304D. Contractor share of gains and losses 

from cost, schedule, and perform
ance experience.". 

SEC. 313. PHASE FUNDING OF DEFENSE ACQUISI
TION PROGRAMS. 

Chapter 131 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"§2221. Funding for results oriented acquiBi· 

tion program cycle 
"Before initial funding is made available for 

the development, procurement, or operational 
phase of an acquisition program for which an 
authorization of appropriations is required by 
section 114 of this title, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to Congress information about the 
objectives and plans for the conduct of that 
phase and the funding requirements for the en
tire phase. The information shall identify the 
intended user of the system to be acquired under 
the program and shall include objective, quan
tifiable criteria for assessing the extent to which 
the objectives and goals determined pursuant to 
section 2435 of this title are achieved.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 
"2221. Funding for results oriented acquisition 

program cycle.". 
SEC. 314. IMPROVED DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

CONTRACT PAYMENT PROCEDURES. 
(a) REVIEW AND IMPROVEMENT OF PROCE

DURES.-The Comptroller General of the United 
States shall review commercial practices regard
ing accounts payable and, considering the re
sults of the review, develop standards for the 
Secretary of Defense to consider using for im
proving the contract payment procedures and fi
nancial management systems of the Department 
of Defense. 

(b) GAO REPORT.-Not later than September 
30, 1996, the Comptroller General shall submit to 
Congress a report containing the following mat
ters: 

(1) The weaknesses in the financial manage
ment processes of the Department of Defense. 

(2) Deviations of the Department of Defense 
payment procedures and financial management 
systems from the standards developed pursuant 
to subsection (a), expressed quantitatively. 

(3) The officials of the Department of Defense 
who are responsible for resolving the deviations. 
SEC. 315. CONSIDERATION OF PAST PERFORM

ANCE IN ASSIGNMENT ro ACQUISI
TION POSITIONS. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.-Section 1701(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: "The policies and procedures 
shall provide that education and training in ac
quisition matters, and past performance of ac
quisition responsibilities, are major factors in 
the selection of personnel for assignment to ac
quisition positions in the Department of De
fense.". 

(b) PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR ASSIGN
MENT.-(1) Section 1723(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ", includ
ing requirements relating to demonstrated past 
performance of acquisition duties," in the first 
sentence after "experience requirements". 

(2) Section 1724(a)(2) of such title is amended 
by inserting before the semicolon at the end the 
following: "and have demonstrated proficiency 
in the performance of acquisition duties in the 
contracting position or positions previously 
held". 

(3) Section 1735 of such title is amended
( A) in subsection (b)-
(i) by striking out "and " at the end of para

graph (2); 



24960 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 13, 1995 
(ii) by striking out the period at the end of 

paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
and"; and 

rectly and substantially related to the produc
tion of defense supplies and services at the facil
ity and are necessary for the pilot program. 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
"(4) must have demonstrated proficiency 

the performance of acquisition duties."; 
(B) in subsection (c)-

(3) DESIGNATION OF PARTICIPATING FACILI
in TIES.-(A) The Secretary may designate up to 

three facilities as participants in the defense fa
cility-wide pilot program. 

(i) by striking out "and" at the end of para
graph (2); 

(ii) by striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
and"; and 

(B) Subject to paragraph (7), the Secretary 
may determine the scope and duration of a des
ignation made under this paragraph. 

(4) CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATION.-The Sec
retary may designate a facility under paragraph 
(3) only if the Secretary determines that all or (iii) by adding at the end the following: 

"(4) must have demonstrated proficiency 
the performance of acquisition duties."; 

in substantially all of the contracts to be awarded 
and performed at the facility after the designa
tion, and all or substantially all of the sub
contracts to be awarded under those contracts 
and performed at the facility after the designa
tion, will be-

(C) in subsection (d), by inserting before the 
period at the end the following: ", and have 
demonstrated proficiency in the performance of 
acquisition duties"; and 

( A) for the production of supplies or services 
on a firm-fixed price basis; 

(D) in subsection (e), by inserting before the 
period at the end the following: ", and have 
demonstrated proficiency in the performance of 
acquisition duties". 

(B) awarded without requiring the contractors 
or subcontractors to provide certified cost or 
pricing data pursuant to section 2306a of title 

SEC. 316. ADDITIONAL DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE JO, United States Code; and 
PILOT PROGRAMS. (C) awarded and administered without the ap-

(a) ADDITIONAL PROGRAM AUTHORIZED FOR plication Of cost accounting standards under 
PARTICIPATION IN DEFENSE ACQUISITION PILOT section 26(f) of the Office Of Federal Procure
PROGRAM.-Section 5064 of the Federal Acquisi- ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 422(/)). 
tion Streamlining Act of 1994 (P.L. J03-355; J08 (5) EXEMPTION FROM CERTAIN REQUIRE-
Stat. 3359) is amended as follows: MENTS.-ln the case of a contract or subcontract 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by adding at the that is to be performed at a facility designated 
end the following new paragraph: for participation in the defense facility-wide 

"(6) JOINT STANDOFF WEAPON UNITARY VARI- pilot program and that is subject to section 
ANT (JSOW-UVJ.-The Joint Standoff Weapon 2306a of title 10, United States Code, or section 
Unitary Variant program with respect to all 26(f) of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
contracts directly related to the development Act (41 U.S.C. 422(/)). the Secretary of Defense 
and procurement of an air-delivered, standoff may exempt such contract or subcontract from 
weapon that incorporates a global positioning the requirement to obtain certified cost or pric
system-aided inertial navigation system, a data ing data under such section 2306a or the re-
link capability, and a unitary warhead.". quirement to apply mandatory cost accounting 

(2) Subsection (c) is amended- standards under such section 26(f) if the Sec-
(A) by striking out "and" at the end of para- retary determines that the contract or sub-

graph (1); i contract-
(B) by striking o'li:t the. per~od ?-t the end ?( (A) is within the scope of the pilot program 

par~¥raph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof • (as described in paragraph (2)); and 
and ; and . . (B) is fairly and reasonably priced based on 

(C) by adding at the end the following new information other than certified cost and pricing 
paragraph: data. 

"(3) 1!lith respect to the program described in (6) SPECIAL AUTHORITY.-The authority pro-
subsectzon (a)(6)- vided under paragraph (1) may include author-

"( A) to apply any amendment or repeal of a ity for the Secretary of Defense
provision of law made in the Federal Acquisi
tion Reform Act of 1995 to the pilot program be
fore the effective date of such amendment or re
peal; and 

"(B) to apply to a procurement of items other 
than commercial items under such program any 
waiver or exception applicable under the Fed
eral Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103-355) or the Federal Acquisition Reform 
Act of 1995 (or an amendment made by a provi
sion of either Act) in the case of commercial 
items before the effective date of such provision 
(or amendment), to the extent that the Secretary 
determines necessary to test the application of 
such waiver or exception to procurements of 
items other than commercial items.". 

(b) DEFENSE ACQUISITION FACILITY-WIDE 
PILOT PROGRAM.-

(1) AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT FACILITY-WIDE 
PILOT PROGRAM.-The Secretary of Defense may 
conduct a pilot program, to be known as the 
"defense facility-wide pilot program", for the 
purpose of determining the potential for increas
ing the efficiency and effectiveness of the acqui
sition process in facilities. 

(2) SCOPE OF PROGRAM.-At a facility des
ignated as a participant in the pilot program, 
the pilot program shall consist of the following: 

(A) All contracts and subcontracts for defense 
supplies and services that are performed at the 
facility. 

(B) All contracts and subcontracts performed 
elsewhere that the Secretary determines are di-

(A) to apply any amendment or repeal of a 
provision of law made in this Act to the pilot 
program before the effective date of such amend
ment or repeal; and 

(B) to apply to a procurement of items other 
than commercial items under such program-

(i) any authority provided in the Federal Ac
quisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public Law 
J03-355) (or in an amendment made by a provi
sion of that Act) to waive a provision of law in 
the case of commercial items, and 

(ii) any exception applicable under this Act or 
the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 
(Public Law 103-355) (or an amendment made by 
a provision of either Act) in the case of commer
cial items, 
before the effective date of such provision (or 
amendment) to the extent that the Secretary de
termines necessary to test the application of 
such waiver or exception to procurements of 
items other than commercial items. 

(7) APPLICABILITY.-(A) Paragraphs (5) and 
(6) apply with respect to-

(i) a contract that is awarded or modified dur
ing the period described in subparagraph (B); 
and 

(ii) a contract that is awarded before the be
ginning of such period and is to be performed 
(or may be performed), in whole or in part, dur
ing such period. 

(B) The period referred to in subparagraph 
(A) is the period that begins 45 days after the 

date of the enactment of this Act and ends on 
September 30, 1998. 

(8) COMMERCIAL PRACTICES ENCOURAGED.
With respect to contracts and subcontracts with
in the scope of the defense facility-wide pilot 
program, the Secretary of Defense may, to the 
extent the Secretary determines appropriate and 
in accordance with the law, adopt commercial 
practices in the administration of contracts and 
subcontracts. Such commercial practices may in
clude elimination of Government audit and ac
cess to records provisions; incorporation of com
mercial oversight, inspection, and acceptance 
procedures; use of alternative dispute resolution 
techniques (including arbitration); and elimi
nation of contract provisions authorizing the 
Government to make unilateral changes to con
tracts. 
SEC. 317. VALUE ENGINEERING FOR FEDERAL 

AGENCIES. 
(a) USE OF VALUE ENGINEERING.-The Office 

of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
401 et seq.), as amended by section 3JO, is fur
ther amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section: 
"SEC. 37. VALUE ENGINEERING. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Each executive agency 
shall establish and maintain effective value en
gineering procedures and processes. 

"(b) THRESHOLD.-The procedures and proc
esses established pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall be applied to those programs, projects, sys
tems, and products of an executive agency that, 
in a ranking of all programs, projects, systems, 
and products of the agency according to great
est dollar value, are within the highest 20th per
centile. 

"(c) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, the 
term 'value engineering' means a team effort, 
performed by qualified agency or contractor per
sonnel, directed at analyzing the functions of a 
program, project, system, product, item of equip
ment, building, facility, service, or supply for 
the purpose of achieving the essential functions 
at the lowest life-cycle cost that is consistent 
with required or improved performance, reliabil
ity, quality, and safety.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of con
tents for such Act, contained in section l(b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"Sec. 37. Value engineering.". 
SEC. 318. ACQUISITION WORKFORCE. 

(a) ACQUISITION WORKFORCE.-(]) The Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
401 et seq.), as amended by section 317, is fur
ther amended by adding at the end the fallow
ing new section: 
"SEC. 38. ACQUISITION WORKFORCE. 

"(a) APPLICABILITY.-This section does not 
apply to an executive agency that is subject to 
chapter 87 of title JO, United States Code. 

"(b) MANAGEMENT POLICIES.-
"(]) POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.-The head of 

each executive agency, after consultation with 
the Administrator for Federal Procurement Pol
icy. shall establish policies and procedures for 
the effective management (including accession, 
education, training, career development, and 
performance incentives) of the acquisition 
work! orce of the agency. The development of ac
quisition workforce policies under this section 
shall be carried out consistent with the merit 
system principles set forth in paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of section 2301(b) of title 5, United States 
Code. 

"(2) UNIFORM IMPLEMENTATION.-The head of 
each executive agency shall ensure that, to the 
maximum extent practicable, acquisition 
workforce policies and procedures established 
are uniform in their implementation throughout 
the agency. 

"(3) GOVERNMENT-WIDE POLICIES AND EVALUA
TION.-The Administrator shall issue policies to 
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promote uniform implementation of this section 
by executive agencies, with due regard for di f
fer enc es in program requirements among agen
cies that may be appropriate and warranted in 
view of the agency mission. The Administrator 
shall coordinate with the Deputy Director for 
Management of the Office of Management and 
Budget to ensure that such policies are consist
ent with the policies and procedures established 
and enhanced system of incentives provided 
pursuant to section 5051(c) of the Federal Acqui
sition Streamlining Act of 1994 (41 U.S.C. 263 
note). The Administrator shall evaluate the im
plementation of the provisions of this section by 
executive agencies. 

"(c) SENIOR PROCUREMENT EXECUTIVE AU
THORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.-Subject to 
the authority, direction, and control of the head 
of an executive agency, the senior procurement 
executive of the agency shall carry out all pow
ers, functions, and duties of the head of the 
agency with respect to implementation of this 
section. The senior procurement executive shall 
ensure that the policies of the head of the execu
tive agency established in accordance with this 
section are implemented throughout the agency. 

"(d) MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS.
The Administrator shall ensure that the heads 
of executive agencies collect and maintain 
standardized information on the acquisition 
workforce related to implementation of this sec
tion. To the maximum extent practicable, such 
data requirements shall conform to standards 
established by the Office of Personnel Manage
ment for the Central Personnel Data File. 

"(e) ACQUISITION WORKFORCE.-The programs 
established by this section shall apply to all em
ployees in the General Schedule Contracting se
ries (GS-1102) and the General Schedule Pur
chasing series (GS-1105), and to any employees 
regardless of series who have been appointed as 
contracting officers whose authority exceeds the 
micro-purchase threshold, as that term is de
fined in section 32(g). The head of each execu
tive agency may include employees in other se
ries who perform acquisition or acquisition-re
lated functions. 

"(f) CAREER DEVELOPMENT.-
"(]) CAREER PATHS.-The head of each execu

tive agency shall ensure that appropriate career 
paths for personnel who desire to pursue careers 
in acquisition are identified in terms of the edu
cation, training, experience, and assignments 
necessary for career progression to the most sen
ior acquisition positions. The head of each exec
utive agency shall make information available 
on such career paths. 

"(2) CRITICAL DUTIES AND TASKS.-For each 
career path, the head of each executive agency 
shall identify the critical acquisition-related du
ties and tasks in which, at minimum, employees 
of the agency in the career path shall be com
petent to perform at full performance grade lev
els. For this purpose, the head of the executive 
agency shall provide appropriate coverage of the 
critical duties and tasks identified by the Direc
tor of the Federal Acquisition Institute. 

"(3) MANDATORY TRAINING AND EDUCATION.
For each career path, the head of each executive 
agency shall establish requirements for the com
pletion of course work and related on-the-job 
training in the critical acquisition-related duties 
and tasks of the career path. The head of each 
executive agency shall also encourage employees 
to maintain the currency of their acquisition 
knowledge and generally enhance their knowl
edge of related acquisition management dis
ciplines through academic programs and other 
self-developmental activities. 

"(4) PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES.-The head of 
each executive agency, acting through the sen
ior procurement executive for the agency, shall 
provide for an enhanced system of incentives for 
the encouragement of excellence in the acquisi-

ti on workforce which rewards performance of 
employees that contribute to achieving the agen
cy's performance goals. The system of incentives 
shall include provisions that-

"( A) relate pay to performance; 
"(B) provide for consideration, in personnel 

evaluations and promotion decisions, of the ex
tent to which the performance of personnel con
tributed to achieving the agency's performance 
goals; and 

"(C) provide pay and promotion incentives to 
be awarded, and unfavorable personnel actions 
to be imposed, under the system on the basis of 
the contributions of personnel to achieving the 
agency's performance goals. 

"(g) QUALIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.-
"(]) GENERAL SCHEDULE CONTRACTING SERIES 

(GS-1102).- . 
"(A) ENTRY LEVEL QUALIFICATIONS.-The Di

rector of the Office of Personnel Management 
shall require that, after October 1, 1996, a per
son may not be appointed to a position in the 
GS-1102 occupational series unless the person-

"(i) has received a baccalaureate degree from 
an accredited educational institution authorized 
to grant baccalaureate degrees, 

"(ii) has completed at least 24 semester credit 
hours (or the equivalent) of study from an ac
credited institution of higher education in any 
of the following disciplines: accounting, busi
ness finance, law, contracts, purchasing, eco
nomics, industrial management, marketing, 
quantitative methods, or organization and man
agement, or 

"(iii) has passed a written test determined by 
the Administrator for Federal Procurement Pol
icy, after consultation with the Director of the 
Office of Personnel Management, to dem
onstrate the judgmental skills necessary for po
sitions in this series. 

"(B) QUALIFICATIONS FOR SENIOR CONTRACT
ING POSITIONS.-The Director Of the Office of 
Personnel Management shall require that, after 
October 1, 1996, persons may be appointed to po
sitions at and above full performance grade lev
els in the GS-1102 occupational series only if 
those persons-

"(i) have satisfied the educational require
ment either of subparagraph (A)(i) or (A)(ii), 

"(ii) have successfully completed all training 
required for the position under subsection (f)(3), 
and 

"(iii) have satisfied experience and other re
quirements established by the Director for such 
positions. 
However, this requirement shall apply to per
sons employed on October 1, 1996, in GS-1102 po
sitions at those grade levels only as a pre
requisite for promotion to a GS-1102 position at 
a higher grade. 

"(2) GENERAL SCHEDULE PURCHASING SERIES 
(GS-1105).-The Director of the Office of Person
nel Management shall require that, after Octo
ber 1, 1996, a person may not be appointed to a 
position in the GS-1105 occupational series un-
less the person- · 

"(A) has successfully completed 2 years of 
course work from an accredited educational in
stitution authorized to grant degrees, or 

"(B) has passed a written test determined by 
the Administrator for Federal Procurement Pol
icy, after consultation with the Director of the 
Office of Personnel Management, to dem
onstrate the judgmental skills necessary for po
sitions in this series. 

"(3) CONTRACTING OFFICERS.-The head of 
each executive agency shall require that, begin
ning after October 1, 1996, a person may be ap
pointed as a contracting officer with authority 
to award or administer contracts for amounts 
above thP. micro-purchase threshold, as that 
term is deJined in section 32(g), only if the per
son-

"( A) has successfully completed all mandatory 
training required of an employee in an equiva-

lent GS-1102 or 1105 position under subsection 
(f)(3); and 

"(B) meets experience and other requirements 
established by the head of the agency, based on 
the dollar value and complexity of the contracts 
that the employee will be authorized to award 
or administer under the appointment as a con
tracting officer. 

"(4) EXCEPTIONS.-(A) The requirements set 
forth in paragraphs (1) and (2), as applicable, 
shall not apply to any person employed in the 
GS-1102 or GS-1105 series on October l, 1996. 

"(B) Employees of an executive agency who 
do not satisfy the full qualification requirements 
for appointment as a contracting officer under 
paragraph (3) may be appointed as a contract
ing officer for a temporary period of time under 
procedures established by the agency head. The 
procedures shall-

"(i) require that the person have completed a 
significant portion of the required training, 

"(ii) require a plan be established for the bal
ance of the required training, 

"(iii) specify a period of time for completion of 
the training, and 

"(iv) include provisions for withdrawing or 
terminating the appointment prior to the sched
uled expiration date, where appropriate. 

"(5) WAIVER.-The senior procurement execu
tive for an executive agency may waive any or 
all of the qualification requirements of para
graphs (1) and (2) for a person if the person pos
sesses significant potential for advancement to 
levels of greater responsibility and authority, 
based on demonstrated job performance and 
qualifying experience. This authority may not 
be redelegated by the senior procurement execu
tive. With respect to each waiver granted under 
this subsection, the senior procurement execu
tive shall set forth in writing the rationale for 
the decision to waive such requirements. 

"(h) PROGRAM ESTABLISHMENT AND IMPLE
MENTATION.-

"(1) FUNDING LEVELS.-( A) The head of an ex
ecutive agency shall request in the budget for a 
fiscal year for the agency-

"(i) for education and training under this sec
tion, an amount equal to no less than 2.5 per
cent of the base aggregate salary cost of the ac
quisition workforce subject to this section for 
that fiscal year; and 

"(ii) for salaries of the acquisition workforce, 
an amount equal to no more than 97.5 percent of 
such base aggregate salary cost. 

"(B) The head of the executive agency shall 
set forth separately the funding levels requested 
in the budget justification documents submitted 
in support of the President's budget submitted to 
Congress under section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code. 

"(C) Funds appropriated for education and 
training under this section may not be obligated 
or used for any other purpose. 

"(2) INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS.-The head of 
an executive agency may enter into a written 
agreement with another agency to participate in 
programs established under this section on a re
imbursable basis. 

"(3) TUITION ASSISTANCE.-Notwithstanding 
the prohibition in section 4107(b) of title 5, Unit
ed States Code, the head of each executive agen
cy may provide for tuition reimbursement and 
education (including a full-time course of study 
leading to a degree) for acquisition personnel in 
the agency related to the purposes of this sec
tion . 

"(4) INTERN PROGRAMS.-The head of each ex
ecutive agency may establish intern programs in 
order to recruit highly qualified and talented in
dividuals and provide them with opportunities 
for accelerated promotions, career broadening 
assignments, and specified training for advance
ment to senior acquisition positions. For such 
programs, the head of an executive agency, 
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without regard to the provisions of title 5, Unit
ed States Code, may appoint individuals to com
petitive GS-5, GS-7, or GS-9 positions in the 
General Schedule Contracting series (GS-1102) 
who have graduated from baccalaureate or mas
ter's programs in purchasing or contracting 
from accredited educational institutions author
ized to grant baccalaureate and master's de
grees. 

"(5) COOPERATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM.-The 
head of each executive agency may establish an 
agencywide cooperative education credit pro
gram for acquisition positions. Under the pro
gram, the head of the executive agency may 
enter into cooperative arrangements with one or 
more accredited institutions of higher education 
which provide for such institutions to grant un
dergraduate credit for work performed in such 
position. 

"(6) SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.-
"( A) ESTABLISHMENT.-Where deemed appro

priate, the head of each executive agency may 
establish a scholarship program for the purpose 
of qualifying individuals for acquisition posi
tions in the agency. 

"(B) ELJGIBILITY.-To be eligible to partici
pate in a scholarship program established under 
this paragraph by an executive agency, an indi
vidual must-

"(i) be accepted for enrollment or be currently 
enrolled as a full-time student at an accredited 
educational institution authorized to grant bac
calaureate or graduate degrees (as appropriate); 

"(ii) be pursuing a course of education that 
leads toward completion of a bachelor's, mas
ter's, or doctor's degree (as appropriate) in a 
qualifying field of study, as determined by the 
head of the agency; 

"(iii) sign an agreement described in subpara
graph (C) under which the participant agrees to 
serve a period of obligated service in the agency 
in an acquisition position in return for payment 
of educational assistance as provided in the 
agreement; and 

"(iv) meet such other requirements as the 
head of the agency prescribes. 

"(C) AGREEMENT.-An agreement between the 
head of an executive agency and a participant 
in a scholarship program established under this 
paragraph shall be in writing , shall be signed by 
the participant, and shall include the fallowing 
provisions: 

"(i) The agreement of the head of the agency 
to provide the participant with educational as
sistance for a specified number of school years , 
not to exceed 4, during which the participant is 
pursuing a course of education in a qualifying 
field of study. The assistance may include pay
ment of tuition, fees, books, laboratory expenses, 
and a stipend. 

"(ii) The participant 's agreement-
"( I) to accept such educational assistance, 
"(II) to maintain enrollment and attendance 

in the course of education until completed, 
"(III) while enrolled in such course, to main

tain an acceptable level of academic standing 
(as prescribed by the head of the agency) , and 

"(IV) after completion of the course of edu
cation, to serve as a full-time employee in an ac
quisition position in the agency for a period of 
time of one calendar year for each school year 
or part thereof for which the participant was 
provided a scholarship under the program. 

"(D) REPAYMENT.-(i) Any person participat
ing in a program established under this para
graph shall agree to pay to the United States 
the total amount of educational assistance pro
vided to the person under the program if the 
person is voluntarily separated from the agency 
or involuntarily separated for cause from the 
agency before the end of the period for which 
the person has agreed to continue in the service 
of the agency in an acquisition position. 

"(ii) If an employee fails to fulfill the agree
ment to pay to the Government the total amount 

of educational assistance provided to the person 
under the program, a sum equal to the amount 
of the educational assistance may be recovered 
by the Government from the employee (or the es
tate of the employee) by setoff against accrued 
pay , compensation, amount of retirement credit, 
or other amount due the employee from the Gov
ernment; and by such other method as is pro
vided by law for the recovery of amounts owing 
to the Government. 

"(iii) The head of an executive agency may 
waive in whole or in part a repayment required 
under this paragraph if the head of the agency 
determines the recovery would be against equity 
and good conscience or would be contrary to the 
best interests of the United States. 

"(E) TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT.-There 
shall be no requirement that a position be of
fered to a person after such person successfully 
completes a course of education required by an 
agreement under this paragraph. If no position 
is offered, the agreement shall be considered ter
minated." . 

(2) The table of contents for such Act, con
tained in section l(b), is amended by adding at 
the end the fallowing new item: 
"Sec. 38. Acquisition workforce.". 

(b) ADDITIONAL AMENDMENTS.-Section 6(d)(5) 
of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 405), is amended-

(]) in subparagraph (A), by striking out "Gov
ernment-wide career management programs for 
a professional procurement work force" and in
serting in lieu thereof "the development of a 
professional acquisition workforce Government
wide"; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)-
( A) by striking out "procurement by the" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "acquisition by the"; 
and 

(B) by striking out "and" at the end of the 
subparagraph; and 

(3) by striking out subparagraph (C) and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(C) administer the provisions of section 38; · 
"(D) collect data and analyze acquisition 

workforce data from the Office of Personnel 
Management, the heads of executive agencies, 
and, through periodic surveys, from individual 
employees; 

"(E) periodically analyze acquisition career 
fields to identify critical competencies, duties, 
tasks, and related academic prerequisites, skills, 
and knowledge; 

"( F) coordinate and assist agencies in identi
fying and recruiting highly qualified candidates 
for acquisition fields; 

"(G) develop instructional materials for acqui
sition personnel in coordination with private 
and public acquisition colleges and training fa
cilities; 

"(H) evaluate the effectiveness of training 
and career development programs for acquisition 
personnel; 

"(I) promote the establishment and utilization 
of academic programs by colleges and univer
sities in acquisition fields; 

" (J) facilitate, to the extent requested by 
agencies, interagency intern and training pro
grams; and 

"(K) perform other career management or re
search functions as directed by the Adminis
trator.". 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. WELLER, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 

1670) to revise and streamline the ac
quisition laws of the Federal Govern
ment, to reorganize the mechanisms 
for resolving Federal procurement dis
putes, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 2126, DEPARTMENT OF DE
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1996 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 2126) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1996,_ and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend
ment, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Florida? The Chair hears 
none, and without and objection ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
YOUNG of Florida, MCDADE, LIVING
STON' LEWIS of California, SKEEN' HOB
SON, BONILLA, NETHERCUTT, NEUMANN, 
MURTHA, DICKS, WILSON, HEFNER, SABO, 
and OBEY. 

There was no objection. 

MOTION TO CLOSE PORTIONS OF 
CONFERENCE COMMITTEE MEET
INGS ON H.R. 2126, DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I offer a motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida moves, pursuant to 

rule xxviii (28), clause 6(a) of the House rules, 
that the conference meetings between the 
House and the Senate on the bill, H.R. 2126, 
making appropriations for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes, be closed 
to the public at such times as classified na
tional security information is under consid
eration; provided, however, that any sitting 
Member of Congress shall have a right to at
tend any closed or open meeting. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore . The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Under the rule on this motion, the 
vote must be taken by the yeas and 
nays. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 414, nays 2, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 

[Roll No. 661] 
YEAS---------414 

Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 

Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
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Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
B!lirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 

Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lstook 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 

LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
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Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shad egg 

De Fazio 

Ackerman 
Berman 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
de la Garza 
Frost 

Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Thurman 

NAYS--2 
Schroeder 

Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-18 

Gillmor 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Pelosi 
Reynolds 
Rose 

0 2045 

Sisisky 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Volkmer 
Waldholtz 
Yates 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that when the House ad
journs today it adjourn to meet at 1 
p.m. tomorrow, Thursday, September 
14, 1995. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, September 12, 1995. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 

pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House I have been served with a subpoena is
sued by the United States District Court for 
the Central District of California. 

The General Counsel has determined that 
compliance with the subpoena is not incon-

sistent with the privileges and precedents of 
the House. 

With warm regards, 
Sincerely, 

ROBIN H. CARLE, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 534 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
my name be removed as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 534. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Sou th Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 899 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that my name be removed as a 
cosponsor of H.R. 899. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 359 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that my 
name be removed as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 359. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

IT IS TIME FOR ACTION ON 
WOMEN'S ISSUES 

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, last 
week I, and three of my colleagues, at
tended the U.N. Fourth World Con
ference on Women. As Conference Sec
retary-General Gertrude Mongella of 
Tanzania said, "The problems (of 
women) are not different from country 
to country. They only differ in inten
sity." And she is exactly right. 

Women the world over are concerned about 
the prevalence of violence in their lives, the 
quality of their children's schooling, the 
challenges of pregnancy and childbirth, and 
economic security for themselves and their 
families. 

This conference presents an important op
portunity to strengthen the world's families, 
to increase the numbers of women in deci
sionmaking positions in government and 
business, and to ensure access for girls and 
women to education and health care. 

This conference is not about adding gen
ders, redefining families, denigrating moth
erhood, or tearing down capitalism. And it is 
certainly not about ignoring China's dismal 
record on human rights-if anything, the 
conference has focused the world's attention 
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on the terror the Chinese people, particu
larly women, suffer day in and day out. 

Mrs. Clinton clearly spoke to this 
issue when she addressed the con
ference. She stressed that women's 
rights are human rights, that human 
rights are women's rights. I submit her 
entire speech for the RECORD. 

As the conference concludes this 
week, let us put the words of the Plat
form for Action into action, let's turn 
the rhetoric into words. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit the following 
speech for the RECORD. 
FIBST LADY HILLARY ROD HAM CLINTON, RE

MARKS FOR THE UNITED NATIONS FOURTH 
WORLD CONFERENCE ON WOMEN, BEIJING, 
CHINA 

Mrs. Mongalla, distinguished delegates and 
guests: 

I would like to thank the Secretary Gen
eral of the United Nations for inviting me to 
be part of the United Nations Fourth World 
Conference on Women. This is truly a cele
bration-a celebration of the contributions 
women make in every aspect of life: in the 
home, on the job, in their communities, as 
mothers, wives, sisters, daughters, learners, 
workers, citizens and leaders. 

It is also a coming together, much the way 
women come together every day in every 
country. 

We come together in fields and in fac
tories. In village markets and supermarkets. 
In living rooms and board rooms. 

Whether it is while playing with our chil
dren in the park, or washing clothes in a 
river, or taking a break at the office water 
cooler, we come together and talk about our 
aspirations and concerns. And time and 
again, our talk turns to our children and our 
families. 

However different we may be, there is far 
more that unites us than divides us. We 
share a common future. And we are here to 
find common ground so that we may help 
bring new dignity and respect to women and 
girls all over the world-and in so doing, 
bring new strength and stability to families 
as well. 

By gathering in Beijing, we are focusing 
world attention on issues that matter most 
in the lives of women and their families: ac
cess to education, health care, jobs, and 
credit, the chance to enjoy basic legal and 
human rights and participate fully in the po
litical life of their countries. 

There are some who question the reason 
for this conference. Let them listen to the 
voices of women in their homes, neighbor
hoods, and workplaces. 

There are some who wonder whether the 
lives of women and girls matter to economic 
and political progress around the globe ... . 
Let them look at the women gathered here 
and at Hairou .. . . the homemakers. nurses, 
teachers, lawyers, policymakers, and women 
who run their own businesses. 

It is conferences like this that compel gov
ernments and peoples everywhere to listen, 
look and face the world's most pressing prob
lems. 

Wasn' t it after the woman's conference in 
Nairobi ten years ago that the world focused 
for the first time on the crisis of domestic vi
olence? 

Earlier today, I participated in a World 
Health Organization forum, where govern
ment officials, NGOs, and individual citizens 
are working on ways to address the health 
problems of women and girls. 

Tomorrow, I will attend a gathering of the 
United Nations Development Fund for 

Women. There, the discussion will focus on 
local-and highly successful-programs that 
give hard-working women access to credit so 
they can improve their own lives and the 
lives of their families. 

What we are learning around the world is 
that, if women are healthy and educated, 
their families will flourish . If women are free 
from violence, their families will flourish. If 
women have a chance to work and earn as 
full and equal partners in society, their fami
lies will flourish. 

And when families flourish, communities 
and nations will flourish. 

That is why every woman, every man, 
every child, every family, and every nation 
on our planet has a stake in the discussion 
that takes place here. 

Over the past 25 years, I have worked per
sistently on issues relating to women, chil
dren and families. Over the past two-and-a
half years, I have had the opportunity to 
learn more about the challenges facing 
women in my own country and around the 
world. 

I have met new mothers in Jojakarta, In
donesia, who come together regularly in 
their village to discuss nutrition, family 
planning, and baby care. 

I have met working parents in Denmark 
who talk about the comfort they feel in 
knowing that their children can be cared for 
in creative, safe, and nurturing after-school 
centers. 

I have met women in South Africa who 
helped lead the struggle to end apartheid and 
are now helping build a new democracy. 

I have met with the leading women of the 
Western Hemisphere who are working every 
day to promote literacy and better health 
care for the children of their countries. 

I have met women in India and Bangladesh 
who are taking out small loans to buy milk 
cows, rickshaws, thread and other materials 
to create a livelihood for themselves and 
their families . 

I have met doctors and nurses in Belarus 
and Ukraine who are trying to keep children 
alive in the aftermath of Chernobyl. 

The great challenge of this conference is to 
give voice to women everywhere whose expe
riences go unnoticed, whose words go un
heard. 

Women comprise more than half the 
world's population. Women are 70 percent of 
the world's poor, and two-thirds of those who 
are not taught to read and write. 

Women are the primary caretakers for 
most of the world's children and elderly. Yet 
much of the work we do is not valued-not 
by economists, not by historians, not by pop
ular culture, not by government leaders. 

At this very moment, as we sit here, 
women around the world are giving birth, 
raising children, cooking meals, washing 
clothes, cleaning houses, planting crops, 
working on assembly lines, running compa
nies, and running countries. 

Women also are dying from diseases that 
should have been prevented or treated; they · 
are watching their children succumb to mal
nutrition caused by poverty and economic 
deprivation; they are being denied the right 
to go to school by their own fathers and 
brothers; they are being forced into prostitu
tion, and they are being barred from the bal
lot box and the bank lending office. 

Those of us who have the opportunity to be 
here have the responsibility to speak for 
those who could not. 

As an American, I want to speak up for 
women in my own country-women who are 
raising children on the minimum wage, 
women who can't afford health care or child 

care, women whose lives are threatened by 
violence, including violence in their own 
homes. 

I want to speak up for mothers who are 
fighting for good schools, safe neighbor
hoods, clean air and clean airwaves, for older 
women, some of them widows, who have 
raised their families and now find that their 
skills and life experiences are not valued in 
the workplace ... for women who are work
ing all night as nurses. hotel clerks, anci fast 
food chefs so that they can be at home dur
ing the day with their kids, and for women 
everywhere who simply don't have time to 
do everything they are called upon to do 
each day. 

Speaking to you today, I speak for them, 
just as each of us speaks for women around 
the world who are denied the chance to go to 
school, or see a doctor, or own property, or 
have a say about the direction of their lives, 
simply because they are women. 

The truth is that most women around the 
world work both inside and outside the 
home. usually by necessity. 

We need to understand that there is no for
mula for how women should lead their lives. 
That is why we must respect the choices that 
each woman makes for herself and her fam
ily. Every woman deserves the chance to re
alize her God-given potential. 

We also must recognize that women will 
never gain full dignity until their human 
rights are respected and protected. 

Our goals for this conference, to strength
en families and societies by empowering 
woman to take greater control over their 
own destinies, cannot be fully achieved un
less all governments-here and around the 
world-accept their responsibility to protect 
and promote internationally recognized 
human rights. 

The international community has long ac
knowledged-and recently affirmed at Vi
enna-that both woman and man are entitled 
to a range of protections and personal free
doms, from the right of personal security to 
the right to determine freely the number and 
spacing of the children they b~ar. 

No one should be forced to remain silent 
for fear of religious or political persecution, 
arrest, abuse or torture. 

Tragically, women are most often the ones 
whose human rights are violated. Even in 
the late 20th century, the rape of women 
continues to be used as an instrument of 
armed conflict. Women and children make 
up a large majority of the world's refugees. 
And when women are excluded from the po
litical process, they become even more vul
nerable to abuse. 

I believe that, on the eve of a new millen
nium, it is time to break our silence. It is 
time for us to say here in Beijing, and the 
world to hear, that it is no longer acceptable 
to discuss women's rights as separate from 
human rights. 

These abuses have continued because, for 
too long, the history of women has been a 
history of silence. Even today, there are 
those who are trying to silence our words. 

The voices of this conference and of the 
women at Hairou must be heard loud and 
clear. 

It is a violation of human rights when ba
bies are denied food, or drowned, or suffo
cated, or their spines broken, simply because 
they are born girls. 

It is a violation of human rights when 
women and girls are sold into the slavery of 
pros ti tu ti on. 

It is a violation of human rights when 
women are doused with gasoline, set on fire 
and burned to death because their marriage 
dowries are deemed too small. 



September 13, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 24965 
It is a violation of human rights when indi

vidual women are raped in their own commu
nities and when thousands of women are sub
jected to rape as a tactic or prize of war. 

It is a violation of human rights when a 
leading cause of death worldwide among 
women ages 14 to 44 is the violence they are 
subjected to in their own homes. 

It is a violation of human rights whey 
young girls are brutalized by the painful and 
degrading practice of genital mutilation. 

It is a violation of human rights when 
women are denied the right to plan their own 
families, and that includes being forced to 
have abortions or being sterilized against 
their will. 

If there is one message that echoes forth 
from this conference, it is that human rights 
are women's rights and women's rights are 
human rights. 

Let us not forget that among those rights 
are the right to speak freely. And the right 
to be heard. 

Women must enjoy the right to participate 
fully in the social and political lives of their 
countries if we want freedom and democracy 
to thrive and endure. 

It is indefensible that many women in non
governmental organizations who wished to 
participate in this conference have not been 
able to attend-or have been prohibited from 
fully taking part. 

Let me be clear. Freedom means the right 
of people to assemble, organize, and debate 
openly. It means respecting the views of 
those who may disagree with the views of 
their governments. It means not taking citi
zens away from their loved ones and jailing 
them, mistreating them, or denying them 
their freedom or dignity because of the 
peaceful expression of their ideas and opin
ions. 

In my country, we recently celebrated the 
75th anniversary of women's suffrage. It took 
150 years after the signing of our Declaration 
of Independence for women to win the right 
to vote. It took 72 years of organized strug
gle on the part of many courageous women 
and men. 

It was one of America's most divisive phil
osophical wars. But it was also a bloodless 
war. Suffrage was achieved without a shot 
fired. 

We have also been reminded, in V-J Day 
observance last weekend, of the good that 
comes when men and women join together to 
combat the forces of tyranny and build a bet
ter world. 

We have seen peace prevail in most places 
for a half century. We have avoided another. 
world war. 

But we have not solved older, deeply-root
ed problems that continue to diminish the 
potential of half the world's population. 

Now it is time to act on behalf of women 
everywhere. 

If we take bold steps to better the lives of 
women, we will be taking bold steps to bet
ter the lives of children and families too. 
Families rely on mothers and wives for emo
tional support and care; families rely on 
women for labor in the home; and increas
ingly, families rely on women for income 
needed to raise heal thy children and care for 
other relatives. 

As long as discrimination and inequities 
remain so commonplace around the world
as long as girls and woman are valued less, 
fed less, fed last, overworked, underpaid, not 
schooled and subjected to violence in and out 
of their homes-the potential of the human 
family to create a peaceful, prosperous world 
will not be realized. 

Let this conference be our-and the 
world's-call to action. 

And let us heed the call so that we can cre
ate a world in which every woman is treated 
with respect and dignity, every boy and girl 
is loved and cared for equally, and every 
family has the hope of a strong and stable fu
ture. 

Thank you very much. 
God's blessings on you, your work and all 

who will benefit from it. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BUNN of Oregon). Under the Speaker's 
announced policy of May 12, 1995, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog
nized for 5 minutes each: 

DOUBLE STANDARD APPLIED TO 
PEOPLE IN GOVERNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, an unfortunate incident occurred 
this past week. A distinguished Mem
ber of the other body resigned from the 
Congress of the United States because 
of alleged sexual improprieties and ad
vances toward members of the staff of 
the Congress of the United States. I 
think people who watched what hap
pened in the news media over the past 
year to 2 years agree that that was the 
right thing for him to do, to resign. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the things that 
concerns me is that other cases of this 
kind have occurred in the past and 
nothing has been done about them. For 
instance, a former Governor of the 
State of Arkansas allegedly had a 
young State employee come up to his 
hotel room and not only made sexual 
advances, but they were very, very 
overt sexual advances. That gentleman 
has now advanced to a very high office 
in this land, and there has been almost 
no investigation. The lady in question 
has asked that her case be taken to 
court and because of this gentleman's 
position in our Government, she can
not even get a court case. That is not 
the only instance that happened with 
this individual. 

So I would just like to say to my 
friends in the media, and I think they 
probably know to whom I am referring, 
Mr. PACKWOOD resigned, he should have 
resigned, he did something that should 
not have been done, obviously. But 
why, I ask, are we excusing or ignoring 
similar behavior? 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman is reminded not to make re
marks about particular Members of the 
Senate. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I stand cor
rected. But I would just like to ask the 
question, why is there this double 
standard? This double standard should 
not occur. People who are held to a 

high standard in one body of this gov
ernment should not be singled out 
when people in other areas of our Gov
ernment are able to get away with 
these things, or at least not be allowed, 
the people who accuse them, to have 
their day in court or have hearings on 
the alleged improprieties. 

The media in this country in my 
opinion should show some balance. No 
one, regardless of what party they 
serve, no one, regardless of what 
branch of government they serve, 
should be allowed to get away with 
these alleged sexual improprieties, and 
yet it is obvious to me, and I think to 
other Members of this body, that a 
double standard does exist. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman is also reminded that he is not 
to make personal references to the 
President as well. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I did not 
make any reference to the President, I 
do not believe, did I? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Any ob
vious references to the person are not 
to be made. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I would ask 
for you to read the RECORD then and 
show me the obvious reference. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman made references that could 
only apply to the President. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I think that 
if you check, you would find that I did 
not make any direct reference to the 
President. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will check the RECORD. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Be that as it 
may, Mr. Speaker, I think there is a 
double standard and it should be re
viewed. 

DISCRETIONARY SPENDING RE
DUCTION AND CONTROL ACT OF 
1995 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, I wonder how many Americans real
ly think that the Members of this body 
will have the gumption to balance the 
budget 7 years from now. Mr. Speaker, 
I wonder how many Members of this 
Chamber think that we are really 
going to make the hard cuts that are 
going to be required that are called 
upon by the budget resolution that we 
passed earlier this year to balance the 
budget 7 years from now. 

I want to talk about the bill that I 
have just introduced, H.R. 2295, that 
will help assure that we reach that bal
anced budget by the year 2002. Mr. 
Speaker, the vacation is over, it is 
time for us to do what we were sent 
here to do, and that is balance the 
budget. In June we passed a historic 
piece of budget legislation, House Con
current Resolution 67. 



24966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE .September 13, 1995 
This budget resolution starts us on a 

glidepath to a balanced budget by the 
year 2002. If we reach that goal, it will 
be for the first time since 1969. But 
there is a problem. This glidepath is a 
resolution and it is not a binding law 
signed by the President. That means in 
effect, it is only a suggestion to future 
sessions of Congress. 

In 1985, Congress passed Gramm-Rud
man-Hollings, tying discretionary 
spending to deficit reduction. Unfortu
nately, the good intentions of that bill 
did not do much to reduce the deficit. 

In 1990 we had another confrontation. 
In fact, in the 1990 confrontation with 
President George Bush, we increased 
the debt ceiling six times in about a 2-
month period to encourage the admin
istration to sign on to that particular 
agreement. That agreement did place 
caps on discretionary spending. Those 
caps are set to expire in 1998, and those 
caps are too high to allow us to achieve 
a balanced budget by the year 2002. 

If we are serious about balancing the 
budget, let us put into law the spend
ing caps of this year's budget resolu
tion. That is what H.R. 2295 does. H.R. 
2295 is my bill and we call it the Discre
tionary Spending Reduction and Con
trol Act of 1995. H.R. 2295 amends the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, it 
amends the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
amendments by updating and extend
ing discretionary spending caps and the 
pay-go requirements laid out in this 
year's budget resolution. It establishes 
into law this year's budget resolution 
targets for spending. These caps re
quired by law will help ensure that we 
will stay on target toward a balanced 
budget by the year 2002. 

Mr. Speaker, is Congress going to 
have the willingness to continue to cut 
spending? Let me give you a verbal de
scription of the glidepath to a balanced 
budget. We are asking for a reduction 
in spending, somewhat slight, not very 
much reduction, in the first year and 
second year. The big cuts in spending 
and those requirements and pressures 
on Congress will be in the ou tyears of 
the fifth, sixth, and seventh year. I 
mean with the complain ts and the 
criticisms and the agony that we have 
seen this Chamber exhort with the 
slight budget cuts this year, it is going 
to be absolutely tough in those out
years. 

We have to have legislation that 
keeps us on that glidepath. I ask my 
colleagues to support H.R. 2295 that 
will put into law this year's budget res
olution. 

ON ACHIEVING A BALANCED 
BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD
LING] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with some sense of sadness, and 

probably quite a bit of outrage. The ad
ministration, in its zeal to protect the 
President's direct student loan pro
gram and hide their failure to really do 
anything about balancing the budget, 
has been using scare tactics to frighten 
and mislead the American people in 
order to, I suppose, to strap them from 
the need to balance the budget. 

0 2100 
To do this, the administration has 

pulled out all stops. It has used Presi
dential public relation mechanisms at 
the taxpayers' expense to spread misin
formation about our plans to balance 
the budget in 7 years. 

Even the President has gone on the 
road with many of these misinterpreta
tions of what it is we plan to do to bal
ance the budget. So in an effort to set 
the record straight, I have sent a letter 
to the President asking that he pub
licly apologize to the America people 
for his scare tactics, and urging that he 
use all the methods at his disposal to 
set the records straight and level with 
the America people about what we are 
and are not going to do. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to set the record 
straight at this time. Republicans are 
preserving, I repeat, preserving the in
school interest subsidy for undergradu
ate and graduate students, even though 
its elimination was recommended by 
the President's Budget Director, Alice 
Rivlin, in her suggestions as to how to 
balance the budget. We plan to only 
touch the interest subsidy for the 6 
month grace period following gradua
tion, and during that time no pay
ments are made. The grace period will 
remain intact. The borrower will repay 
the interest accrued during that 6 
month period, which will add about $4 
a month to an average monthly stu
dent loan. 

Republicans, on the other hand, are 
asking the private lenders to carry 
much of the burden for reforms in the 
loan program in order to achieve a bal
anced budget in 7 years. In fact, re
forms to the student loan industry will 
save the taxpayers nearly $5 billion. We 
will eliminate the President's direct 
student loan program in order to save 
the American taxpayers more than $1.5 
billion over 7 years, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office, which was 
the group that the President in his 
speech here on the floor told us we 
should be paying attention to. 

We will not increase, I repeat, not in
crease, the origination loan fee paid by 
students, nor will we increase the in
terest rates on loans for students. We 
do not take away the interest rate re
ductions students are to receive for 
new loans effective July, 1988. We keep 
the President's budget proposal on Per
kins loans, a revolving fund that per
petuates itself, adding no new funds, 
and therefore encouraging lower de
fault rates by tougher collection ef
forts. Pell grant awards will be the 

largest in history in 1996 under our 
plan. The Supplemental Education Op
portunity Grant Program, the work 
study program, will be funded at last 
year's level; no cuts. 

We all know that the direct lending 
is a sacred cow to the administration. 
However, we cannot cling to a gold
plated direct student loan program and 
put welfare for the benefit of bureau
crats ahead of the needs of students. 

One of the most outrageous state
ments I heard was that if we do not go 
the direct lending route, the Govern
ment will have to pick up 100 percent 
of the risk. Who in the world picks up 
100 percent of the risk when you do di
rect lending? We not only pick up 100 
percent of the risk, but we also have to 
borrow the money up front. We do not 
guarantee the loan, we borrow the 
money up front. We pay interest on the 
money we borrow so we increase what 
it is the American taxpayer has to do 
to carry that load. 

We keep the President's budget pro
posal, as I said, on Perkins loans. Now, 
what is the administration so afraid of 
that it would resort to these scare tac
tics? Well, again, I want to review one 
more time what we do, so that the stu
dents out there and the parents are not 
misled. 

If the Congress fails to act now. by 
the year 2002 the national debt will ex
ceed $6.5 trillion. That is a fact. 

Another fact: Unless growth rates 
and mandatory spending are slowed, all 
Federal revenues will be consumed by a 
handful of programs. 

Fact: Under the Republican budget 
resolution, the Federal budget will be 
running a surplus of $6.4 billion in the 
year 2002. 

Fact: According to the President's 
1995 budget, unless we gain control of 
spending, the lifetime tax rate for chil
dren born after 1993 will exceed 82 per
cent. The most important thing we can 
do for the children of today is to bal
ance the budget. If we do that, we can 
reduce interest rates by 2 percent. That 
affects everyone. That affects those 
who have student loans; that affects 
those who have a mortgage; that af
fects those who are buying an auto
mobile on time. 

Fact: While balancing the budget, the 
maximum Pell grant award will in
crease from $2,340 in 1995 to $2,444 in 
1996. Even while balancing the budget, 
annual student loan volume will in
crease from $24.5 billion in 1995 to $36 
billion in the year 2002, a 47-pe:rcent in
crease. 

Fact: Even while balancing the budg
et, the average student loan amount 
increases from $3,646 in 1995 to $4,300 in 
the year 2000. 

Fact: In order to balance the budget, 
Congress does not eliminate the in
school interest subsidy for college stu
dents. 

Fact: In order to balance the budget, 
Congress does not increase loan origi
nation fees. 
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Fact: In order to balance the budget, 

Congress does not cut college work 
study. 

Fact: In order to balance the budget, 
Congress does not cut supplemental 
education opportunity grants. 

Fact: In order to balance the budget, 
Congress does not cut the TRIO pro
gram. 

Fact: The President continues to 
claim that the direct student loan pro
gram saves the taxpayers $5.2 billion, 
while lowering interest rates and fees 
to students. But the Congressional 
Budget Office, who the President said 
we should listen to, says that the di
rect student loan program costs tax
payers over $1.5 billion, adding to the 
Niagara-size leak in Federal spending. 

Mr. Speaker, I did not pick this fight 
on direct lending. I was here to cooper
ate, as we generally do on education is
sues. No one from the White House has 
ever contacted me in relationship to 
direct lending. What we said in direct 
lending was we would do a pilot pro
gram, and we would do a pilot program 
to see at the end of perhaps 7 years 
what is the best approach to the stu
dent loan program. 

All of a sudden, the budget comes up 
from the White House, 2-year budget, 
direct lending, 100 percent in 2 years. 
We will not find out for 7 years wheth
er anybody had the ability to collect. 
Oh, it is easy. Certainly certain univer
sities and colleges love this business. 
All they have to do is give out the 
money. Who collects it? The Depart
ment of Education? I would be sur
prised if that would be successful. 

But we are willing to do the pilot 
program. We did not change the rules. 
We did not change the direction we 
were going. 

Fact: The Federal deficit results in 
up to a 2-percent higher interest rate 
for all Americans, including students. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to get the facts 
straight so that the American people 
will not be frightened by scare tactics. 

FACTS ON STUDENT LOANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the opportunity to address the House. I 
was listening to the distinguished 
chairman, and I just have to present 
the counterpoint to that, because I 
think this is going to be one of the 
most important issues that this Con
gress joins on the issue of student 
loans. I know that I participated in a 
rally this week at West Virginia Uni
versity, and I am afraid that people are 
not quite as sanguine there about what 
the implications are. I am glad to hear 
some of the statements that were 
made, but, at the same time, I think 
we also ought to talk about what the 
implications are of this decision. 

I know when I first raised these con
cerns just a few months ago, I was dis
missed by those on the other side as 
well. There are no cuts intended. We 
know now, of course, that is not the 
case. 

Let us talk about, for instance, what 
the elimination of deferral of interest 
even for graduate students can mean. 
It is estimated it can cost starting 
$6,000 adding to the lifetime cost of a 
loan and go up past that. Certainly 
someone trying to go to medical school 
or some of the other graduate level 
professions can incur large costs. 

But let me say this: I heard a lot 
about balancing the budget. We are 
talking about $10 billion. I have had it 
up to here with everybody who wants 
to balance the Federal budget and then 
points to the family budget, and mean
while they are unbalancing that. In 
West Virginia the tax cut proposed 
yields that much. You cannot see it, 
because it is 2 dimes; 20 cents a day is 
what the average cut will yield to two
thirds of the taxpayers in West Vir
ginia. To those making over $100,000 a 
year, it will bring $7 a day. I do not 
have enough dollar bills to put in this 
hand to make the $7 a day. 

What will be lost for a middle-income 
person, the student loan, for instance, 
it will be their ability to defer that in
terest that will be lost. What do we 
lose as a Federal Government? What do 
we lose as a Treasury? What do we lose 
as a society? What do we lose as an 
economy, besides the fact we may lose 
that student who might have found the 
cure for AIDS, or opened up the pri
mary care clinic in rural West Vir
ginia. 

What we will lose as well is we will 
lose the ability of many people who are 
in college, if they are college grad
uates, to earn on the average 60 per
cent more than the non-4-year grad
uate. We will lose their ability. Yes, I 
understand we have been assured this 
will. not affect the undergraduate stu
dent. 

Where do the rest of the cuts come 
from? It is $10 billion, of which I under
stand $3 billion comes from the grad
uate student provision. Where does the 
rest come from, if it is so halcyon? 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WISE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I really 
appreciate the opportunity to engage 
in this dialog, because what the gen
tleman is saying just is not true. I 
think it is probably just because the 
gentleman has not had a chance to see 
our proposal. But there is no elimi
nation of the in-school interest subsidy 
for graduate students or undergraduate 
students. 

Mr. WISE .• The gentleman is now say
ing you are not going to affect the in
terest deferral on either graduate or 
undergraduate? 

Mr. MCKEON. Correct. 
Mr. WISE. Where do you make up 

your $10 billion? 
Mr. MCKEON. OK. $1.2 billion comes 

from the termination of the direct loan 
program. $4.9 billion, and this is what 
is really interesting, because the other 
night the President in his speech said 
that we were cutting to help the bank
ers. In reality, we are going after the 
bankers and the lenders for half of this. 
$4.9 billion, we are decreasing their 
profit to make up half of the $10 bil
lion. $3.5 billion comes from the sub
sidy for the interest from the time that 
they graduate until they have to begin 
paying the loan. 

Mr. WISE. The 6-month period. 
Mr. McKEON. Right now, any stu

dent that wants, and this is really im
portant, because I think some of this 
rhetoric is scaring parents and stu
dents needlessly, because as the Presi
dent commented the other day, he said 
this should be a nonpartisan issue. It 
really should be. We should be working 
together on this. 

We were talking about eliminating 
those subsidies. We found other ways 
to do it. The President was talking 
about eliminating those subsidies. This 
probably was first suggested in the 
memo from Ms. Rivlin. But we found 
ways to do it without eliminating 
those subsidies. 

Mr. WISE. But then there is still a 
balance that has to be reached. There 
is not only $10 billion, as I understand 
it, that was originally considered out 
of higher education, then the Head 
Start, Title I and all of that, which is 
part of an overall pot. I am here keep 
it to higher education at this point. If 
the gentleman will continue on with 
where the balance of the cuts come 
from? 

Mr. MCKEON. $3.5 billion from elimi
nating the interest subsidy for the 6-
month period. In other words, right 
now a student, any student, can get a 
loan to go to school. Any student. If 
they meet the requirements, if their in
come is low enough and they meet the 
requirement, the Government will sub
sidize the interest while they are in 
school. That is the current law. 

Mr. WISE. If the gentleman would let 
me recapture my time, let me just 
close by saying I will examine this. I do 
feel that these changes, assuming they 
are coming about in this way, show the 
power of grassroots pressure. I think it 
has been the reaction. I think we are 
going to need to talk about this some 
more, because we can agree on this: 
There are a lot of parents concerned, 
and justifiably so, about what the im
pact of these cuts will be. 

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE WITH 
STUDENT LOANS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MCKEON] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, if the 

gentleman would like to continue this, 
what the program is, any student can 
have a loan and the Government will 
subsidize their interest while they are 
in school. Then when they graduate, if 
they do not go on to graduate school, 
or, if they do, they have a 6-month pe
riod where they do not have to repay 
the loan. Then they begin repaying the 
loan. They have 10 years to do that. 
During that 6-month period, their in
terest at current law is also subsidized. 
If they go on to graduate school they 
can continue to borrow money and also 
receive an interest subsidy. 
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The undergraduate and the graduate 

subsidy will not be touched. What we 
are talking about is eliminating, as 
part of this, about a third of it, the in
terest subsidy for the 6-month period. 
And what that works out to be is a stu
dent that over the next 4 years borrows 
the maximum, little over $17,000, when 
they do begin repaying it, the maxi
mum that that could be is about $9 a 
month. And we feel that that is fair. 
from $4 to $9 a month; we think that is 
a fair return considering that there are 
a lot of young people that are not able 
to go to school and their taxes are 
helping to subsidize those that do. 

Does that kind of answer that? 
Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen

tleman will yield, I would be delighted 
tomorrow to look at the statistics. I 
am just surprised, $3.5 billion sounds 
like a lot coming out of just ending the 
deferral for the 6-month period. That 
sounds like a large amount of savings 
being scored to that. But I am not 
going to contest that. 

Mr. MCKEON. The numbers are there. 
Mr. WISE. Is that a CBO scoring? 
Mr. MCKEON. Yes. That is over a 7-

year period. And that gets us to the $10 
billion that we need to save. 

I think what we really need to keep 
sight of is to stick with the facts. That 
is really important. I think they are 
bad enough as they are. There are 
going to be cuts, but we do not need to 
scare people needlessly. 

The other night when I heard the 
President talking, again saying that 
we were eliminating the subsidy for 
students, it is just not so. · I think real
ly for the office of the President, he 
really should stick with the facts. He 
has enough to talk about on his side of 
the issue without distorting the facts. 

Mr. WISE. Has this been reported 
from the Committee on Economic and 
Educational Opportunities? 

Mr. MCKEON. We held a news con
ference on July 27 and indicated that 
we would not be going after the in
school subsidy or the graduate school 
subsidy. So that information has been 
out over 1 month. The Presdient cer
tainly should have it. I can get you a 
copy of this tonight. 

Mr. WISE. On Pell grants, the chair
man had said this would be the highest 

number ever. I understand that the 
level of the dollar amount to an indi
vidual will be the highest ever. I have 
understood that. 

Mr. MCKEON. We raised it $100 per 
individual. 

Mr. WISE. But that some individuals 
will not be, while we have got individ
uals able to get a higher level of Pell 
grant, there will not be as many indi
viduals able to qualify for the Pell 
grant; is that true? 

Mr. MCKEON. No. What it is is we 
raised the lower limit so those who 
were borrowing a very small amount, 
up to $600, not as many of them would 
be able to borrow. We went to the high
er amount so that those who were the 
neediest could get the full amount. 

This has been, I think, heal thy to 
have a discussion. There is a lot that 
we can talk about just on the actual 
merits of what the real numbers are. 

I think that the purpose of this whole 
debate is, I am new here in Congress. I 
have been here now, this is just start
ing my second term. It has been a real 
education to me. I came out of private 
industry. I was a businessman. I really 
did not know how the Federal budget 
worked or what the process was. I am 
still learning, every day I am learning. 

But the big thing I have learned is 
that we have a debt of almost $5 tril
lion. And these young people in school 
and their children and their grand
children are going to be paying this 
debt. It used to be, when I was a young 
person, our parents worked all their 
lives to pay off the mortgage and then 
leave the farm to the children. And 
now it seems like what we are doing is 
spending our entire lives mortgaging 
the farm and the Government takes 
the farm and the children are left with 
the debt. We need to turn that around. 

This is just one of the things that we 
are looking at to save a little money. I 
think as we spread this across the 
board, spread the pain of arriving at 
this balanced budget over a 7-year pe
riod, we will all benefit. 

SACRIFICE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BUNN of Oregon). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, sac
rifice, we all know the word. Our 
Founding Fathers understood the need 
for sacrifice. They concluded in the 
Declaration of Independence: We mutu
ally pledge to each other our lives, our 
fortunes and our sacred honor. 

Few members of our society under
stand the word sacrifice more than our 
beloved veterans. Mr. Speaker, it is our 
Nation's heroic veterans that bring me 
to the floor of the House tonight. I rise 
to provide this House and this Nation 
with an update from Indiana on the ef
forts over the summer in my district to 
honor our veterans. 

I proudly report over the past several 
months that Hoosiers in Indiana have 
rightly commemorated the sacrifice 
that our veterans have made. I would 
like to mention their efforts as well as 
single out a few veterans whose sac
rifice demonstrates the essence of that 
word. There is a renewal of the Amer
ican sense of sacrifice, and it is being 
rekindled in my home town of Muncie, 
IN. 

After a lapse of nearly 20 years, the 
citizens of my home town of Muncie 
held a Memorial Day parade to honor 
the veterans. My wife Ruthie and I had 
the honor of joining them in this ex
pression of devotion to the men and 
women who have served our country in 
the armed services. 

I mean men such as Muncie veterans 
Jack Reichart who served valiantly on 
the USS Missouri. Jack had the privi
lege of watching the Japanese premier 
surrender to the United States on VJ 
Day over 50 years ago. 

In Anderson, where Hoosiers cele
brate the 4th of July each year with a 
midnight parade, thousands lined the 
streets to honor those who have served 
their country, and honor those who 
gave their lives for our freedom. 

Harry Mullins, one of most decorated 
veterans of the United States, was part 
of that celebration. During the Korean 
war, Harry's division was asked to do 
the impossible, they were given the 
task of retaining Pork Chop Hill. They 
did, and they did with the utmost of 
sacrifice. Only nine men survived that 
mission, and Harry was lucky enough 
to be one of them. 

In July the citizens of Columbus held 
a parade to celebrate the anniversary 
of the end of World War II and to pay 
tribute to veterans. The city of Rich
mond held a special celebration for all 
veterans at the Earlham Field of Honor 
to recognize the special veterans in 
their community. 

Men such as John Connelly, who was 
decorated for his heroic actions, John's 
aircraft crashed behind enemy lines in 
World War II. He had to hide in the 
ditches as the German Army platoons 
marched perilously close to his hiding 
place. Finally, John managed to find 
his way back to safety, back to his col
leagues and the American troops who 
were marching through Germany. 

His amazing tale was later retold in 
the movie ''A Bridge Too Far.'' 

Ralph Pyle, of Richmond, served in 
the Army during both World War II and 
the Korean war. Ralph earned a Bronze 
Star for flying 35 reconnaissance mis
sions. Today he is a renowned photog
rapher, and all of us cherish his photo
graphs that bring that war so much to 
life in our mind's eye. 

The homage to veterans began in 
Shelby County where they dedicated a 
new park, Honor Park, in honor of 
those men who served from their coun
try in the defense of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, today we must make a 
commitment. We must follow in the 
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footsteps of Hoosiers in the Second Dis
trict and remember their sacrifice, the 
sacrifice that more than 1 million 
Americans made who died to protect 
our inalienable rights. We must not 
only honor our veterans, but we must 
learn from their example. Now is the 
time for my generation to renew our 
commitment to this country, to re
make a commitment that if we are 
called upon to sacrifice, we will be 
ready to defend the liberties that this 
Nation stands for. 

We must renew that pledge. We must 
mutually pledge to each other our 
lives, our fortunes, and our sacred 
honor so that, if we are called upon to 
defend America, we will stand ready. 

I am proud to say last week this 
House took an important step and 
passed the military appropriations bill 
that will provide the funding necessary 
for those young men and women who 
are today called upon to be the front 
line of defense of our freedoms. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
letter for the RECORD: 

Sacrifice. It's a word we all know. Our 
Founding Fathers understood the need for 
sacrifice-they concluded the declaration of 
independence with the words: "We mutually 
pledge to each other our lives, our fortunes, 
and our sacred honor." I, myself, grew up 
with the notion that sacrifice was part of the 
American experience. I can recall my grand
mother, Lilian Slyle, telling me stories of 
her experiences in world war I. She was an 
army nurse during the war, and she told me 
countless tales of the hardships of that ter
rible conflict, marching across Europe with 
General Pershing. She was profoundly af
fected by these experiences. And so was I. All 
of us have made some sacrifices in our lives. 
We make sacrifices for our family, for our 
close friends, even for our neighbors and co
workers. Members in the armed forces make 
many sacrifices great and small, and over 
one million Americans have given their 
lives, the ultimate sacrifice, while serving to 
defend our country. Many of us here today 
can remember the long, lonely hours of sac
rifice that service in the army, navy, air 
force, or marine corps requires-standing 
watch on the bridge of a warship through the 
night, patrolling alone in a dark forest, or 
working into the night on an aircraft in 
preparation for the next flight. Some of 
those sacrifices go unseen, but never unrec
ognized by those who depend on them. Amer
icans across the country gather each year on 
this day to honor such sacrifices, and re
member the contributions of American serv
icemen. Throughout history, members of the 
armed forces have risked their lives not 
merely for their family or their co-workers, 
but for a cause represented by the American 
flag and the liberty to succeed or fail which 
it embodies. Some Americans are too young 
to remember, others have too quickly forgot
ten. How important, therefore, that we honor 
our veterans, that we learn from them, and 
that we teach others about history, about 
war, about sacrifice. We are still reminded 
about the great World Wars, about Korea, 
Vietnam, and more recent conflicts. We 
should not, however, allow the memory, the 
lessons, and the sacrifices of our tragic wars 
to fade. Proud veterans of those wars are 
among us today. Their presence bears wit
ness to sacrifice. Battlefields and cemeteries 
remind us of the terrible sacrifices and loss 
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of life in war. Many of us remember all too 
directly the experience of war. The United 
States asked the sacrifice of our citizens, a 
sacrifice that was necessary to fight Nazism 
in Europe, Japan, and Asia, it was a sacrifice 
offered in the cause of freedom. To protect 
our God-given liberties for both this country, 
and for our fellow men and women abroad. 
Americans today would do well to remember 
that throughout history the freedom that we 
now enjoy was created and maintained by 
blood and iron, and many tears. The lives 
and dreams of thousands of men and women 
who fought for democratic ideals were sac
rificed because those men and women be
lieved that these ideals were worth fighting 
for and dying for. It is fitting that today we 
honor those men and women who made that 
sacrifice. It is the duty of our generation to 
preserve the freedom that earlier genera
tions fought to secure. Unhappily, many now 
call for America to disarm. I , however, am 
reminded of what George Washington said 
over 200 years ago: "To be prepared for war 
is on of the most effectual means of preserv
ing peace." The cost of freedom is eternal 
vigilance . Conflicts rage around the globe. 
Dictators with pernicious designs are at this 
moment committed to building their mili
tary power. Let us think twice about 
downsizing our military forces too quickly in 
the wake of the end of the Cold War-those 
before us here today understand all too well 
that there is no substitute for military pre
paredness. And they know that military pre
paredness does not come cheap, does not 
come without sacrifice. Remembering what 
memorial day is for, and what gives it mean
ing is how each of us remembers the great 
sacrifices which have made possible the 
blessings we share as Americans today. But 
when we consider those blessings, we must 
remember that men and women do not give 
their lives in the field of battle so that their 
loved ones who they leave behind live in a · 
society that no longer respects their free
doms. The courageous veterans that are here 
with us today understand exactly how pre
cious those freedoms are. You understand 
what is meant by civic duty, and the respon
sibilities of citizenship in a world desperate 
for heroes. I wish to salute you and honor 
you for that sacrifice. Your courage is an in
spiration to me and to my generation, be
cause courage in the face of danger and in 
the face of an uncertain future is going to be 
the key difference between what makes this 
country great and what could lead to failure 
as we struggle with the difficulties that we 
have today in our communities. To all of you 
who are veterans, I am deeply honored to 
recognize your sacrifices in the cause of free
dom. Our country thanks you for your patri
otism. We will not forget. And when we are 
called upon a defend liberty, we will rise to 
the challenge in the noble American tradi
tion of our forbears. And on behalf of my 
generation, let me renew the pledge of Jef
ferson, Madison, Hamilton, and John Jay: 
"We stand ready, if our nation, and the free
doms we stand for, are attacked-we will 
make the sacrifice to preserve our cherished 
liberty for our children. This we pledge: our 
lives, our fortunes, and our sacred honor. 
May God bless you, and may God bless the 
United States of America! 

FINANCIAL AID 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. AN
DREWS] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
tonight after listening with great in
terest to the colloquy which took place 
between and among my friends, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GOODLING], the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MCKEON] and the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE], with re
spect to the issue of financial aid for 
people wanting to go to college or to 
pursue higher education in the coun
try. 

First let me say as a matter of record 
that I know and I accept that the in
tentions, particularly of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCKEON], are entirely positive in pro
moting higher education. It has been 
their record. It has been their personal 
commitment, and I am very honored to 
serve with them on the Committee on 
Economic and Educational Opportuni
ties. Having said that, I think that the 
plan that is being put forward is a seri
ous assault on the ability of Ameri
cans, particularly middle-class Ameri
cans, to go to college or to pursue a 
higher education. 

First let me say that the first time 
that we heard about this plan was to
night. As a member of the Committee 
on Economic and Educational Opportu
nities, I would expect that there would 
be more opportunities for both Repub
licans and Democrats to learn about 
the plan, debate its merits, and propose 
al terna ti ves. 

I am, finally, glad to hear something 
from the majority as to how it plans to 
reduce higher education spending by 
$10 billion over the next 5 years, but I 
think that the proper way to do this 
would be to have hearings and a debate 
within the committee, not do it this 
way. 

Having said that, it is my under
standing that there are three ways that 
the committee is considering proposing 
to meet this $10 billion target. Num
bers, Mr. Speaker, fly around here free
ly. And if our constituents are listen
ing to us, numbers like $10 billion and 
5-year appropriations and all of this is 
very, very confusing. 

I would like to attempt to cut 
through that and talk about my under
standing as to what the majority is, in 
fact, proposing and how it would affect 
students of all ages trying to get a 
higher education in the country. First 
of all, they propose the abolition of the 
direct loan program and claim that it 
will save $1.2 billion. There is only one 
way that the abolition of the direct 
loan program saves money, and that is 
if you cook the books. With all due re
spect, that is what the Congressional 
Budget Office is doing with the direct 
loan program. It simply makes no 
sense whatsoever to argue that the tax
payers will spend less money by bor
rowing it at 5 percent than they will 
paying a bank to lend it at 8 percent. 
You do not have to go very far in 
school to figure that out. 
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In the next· couple of days we will be 

revealing specific evidence which 
shows that the Congressional Budget 
Office for partisan political reasons has 
chosen to distort this issue and to dis
tort the real economic impact of direct 
lending. It does not save money to 
abolish direct lending. It costs money. 
What it does is to take a program that 
is working successfully on college cam
puses across this country and turn it 
back to the maze of banks and guaran
tee agencies, and, Mr. Speaker, our 
constituents understand this. 
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agency to financial aid office and back 
all over again. You sometimes need a 
degree in educational administration 
to figure out how to apply for a student 
loan and to pay one. It will not save 
money to abolish direct loans, it will 
cost money. 

Second, the plan apparently says 
they are going to take profits from the 
bank, I think I heard the number $4.7 
billion, from the banks and the guar
anty agencies. I find this remarkable 
for two reasons. First, for the last 10 
years every time someone has proposed 
taking money from the banks in the 
student loan program by reducing the 
rate of interest that they are paying, 
the banks come tripping up to Capitol 
Hill and say, "We will not stay in the 
program anymore if you take profit 
away from us. It will no longer become 
profitable." Frankly, it has been the 
very same Republican defenders of the 
banks on this issue who are now pro
posing taking profits away from the in
terest rate that the banks earn. 

The question I would raise, Mr. 
Speaker, is were they wrong in 1990 and 
1992, or are they wrong now? Because 
for two decades the banks have said if 
you take anything away from their 
subsidy in this program, they will 
leave the program. They will not make 
any more loans. I find it miraculous 
that now all of a sudden that argument 
has changed. It has not changed, and 
some of the banks will in fact leave the 
program. 

Where do you think the guaranty 
agencies are going to get part of this 
$4.7 billion? Mr. Speaker, here is where. 
When an American student applies for 
a student loan, he or she usually pays 
5 percent of their loan principle as a 
guarantee fee. That fee will go up, in
evitably, under this. 

Let me say this. The plan apparently 
proposes that we will end the 
deferment of payments after gradua
tion. Here is what that means in Eng
lish. It means the day after you grad
uate, Mr. Speaker, the day after a stu
dent graduates he or she will have to 
start to pay their loan back before 
they get a job, whether or not they get 
a job. If you want a surefire recipe to 
increase defaults that the taxpayers 
are liable for, that is the way to do it. 

This is a plan that hurts students. In 
the future I will be happy to outline 
specific ways to save even more money. 
This is not the way to go. 

SALMON REHABILITATION IN THE 
COLUMBIA RIVER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BUNN). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. METCALF] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, we have 
a critical issue in the West, the salmon 
rehabilitation in the Columbia River. A 
model has been developed, a computer 
model called the FLUSH Model. It has 
been developed and accepted for this 
rehabilitation plan. Because public pol
icy is based on this model and public 
policy will be spent on this, using this 
model to rehabilitate the Columbia 
River, I requested the details on which 
the FLUSH Model is based. I have been 
trying to get the details, the assump
tions, and all of the information upon 
which it was based. 

We are about to begin spending $200 
million to $300 million of public money 
on salmon rehabilitation, but informa
tion on the FLUSH Model is not forth
coming. At a hearing before the Com
mittee on Resources, I asked Rollie 
Schmitten, Director of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service, about this, if 
he could get this information for me. 
He agreed that the Committee on Re
sources must have this information, 
but despite his good faith efforts, and 
that is Rollie Schmitten, Director of 
the National Marine Fisheries Service, 
despite his good faith efforts, despite 
my repeated requests to several enti
ties, including the Wasington and Or
egon Departments of Fisheries and oth
ers, the Committee on Resources still 
does not have any details on the 
FLUSH Model. I think that is unac
ceptable. 

Instead, my request and the other re
quests have been met with delays and 
excuses, silly arguments that the 
model may not be usable, or it might 
be misunderstood. We obviously have a 
problem, and that problem must be 
solved. 

This is the problem: Sound science 
and peer review must be part of the re
covery process. Let me repeat that. 
Sound science and peer review must be 
part of the recovery process, especially 
a process that costs hundreds of mil
lions of dollars of public money. Public 
confidence is being undermined by the 
appearance that this information is 
being hidden from review. That is un
acceptable. 

I still do not have a copy of this 
model. I believe that the Committee on 
Resources of the Congress needs and, in 
fact, must have this informati'on for 
peer review before the expenditure of 
public dollars. I brought this up before 
the Committee on Resources today, 

and the chairman said if we do not get 
this in the near future we will seek a 
committee subpoena for this informa
tion. 

I just bring this to the attention of 
the Congress because this is something 
that must be handled in the short run, 
and we must get this information upon 
which public policy and expenditure of 
public funds is based. 

DEVELOPMENTS AND PROGRESS 
OF THE FIRST SESSION OF THE 
104TH CONGRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. Fox] is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major
ity leader. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak
er, my colleagues tonight join me from 
the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight to discuss many of the 
developments and progress of the 104th 
Congress in this first session. With me 
I have tonight the gentleman from 
Minnesota, GIL GUTKNECHT, the gen
tleman from New Jersey, BILL MAR
TINI, and the gentleman from Washing
ton State, RANDY TATE, each of whom 
has been a leader in their own right, 
not only in the freshman class but in 
their own committee. 

Just recently, this past weekend in 
the Eighth District of New Jersey, the 
gentleman from New Jersey, BILL MAR
TINI, who has been at the forefront of 
reform in the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight, held a 
hearing in his district along with five 
other colleagues, including the gen
tleman from Washington, Mr. TATE, 
and if he can tell us tonight, I would 
ask the gentleman from New Jersey 
what was the orientation for the hear
ing he held in his district, what was 
the purpose, and what was accom
plished, so we can look to improve
ments and legislation and other re
forms as Congress moves to further 
agenda i terns. 

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me, and 
I thank him for allowing me this op
portunity to share with the Members 
the mission this hearing was des
ignated to do. 

First I have a little background 
about the field hearing itself. The field 
hearing that we in the Eighth Congres
sional District in New Jersey were hon
ored to have and to bring to people in 
our district was a field hearing of the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, chaired by our good chair
man, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia, BILL CLINGER. This committee had 
been designated by the Speaker of the 
House to conduct a series of national 



September 13, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 24971 
field hearings on the topic of the 21st 
century Federal Government. Obvi
ously, it is a broad topic, but the real 
purpose of having the hearing was to 
go out into the field, to get out of the 
Beltway, and to listen to the people as 
to how they envision a 21st century 
Federal Government. 

We had, and I am pleased to say, sev
eral of my colleagues from the House 
here join me on the panel, along with 
the chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER]. We had 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Washington, RANDY TATE, who was 
there, along with several other panel
ists. We also had the benefit of listen
ing to testimony from a number of peo
ple, including the great Governor of 
our State, Governor Whitman, as well 
as other officials, bipartisan in nature, 
I might add, as well as people from the 
private sector, all of whom already 
have embarked on the road that we 
here in Washington have been embark
ing on in the last 8 months, the road to 
try to make the respective institu
tions, of which they have jurisdiction 
over, more efficient and still provide 
the necessary service and meet the 
goals that they are intended to meet. 

We were pleased to hear from a num
ber of th.ose witnesses in the govern
ment sector who have been down this 
road for some time. Our Governor for 2 
years has been down the road of mak
ing the State of New Jersey more effi
cient, more effective, and still meet its 
goals, and some local officials who 
have also been down this road for some 
time now and are achieving the goals 
that we are so hopeful that we will 
achieve in the very near future. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak
er, the Governor of the State of New 
Jersey has downsized the number of 
employees through efficiency and 
through attrition, is that correct? 

Mr. MARTINI. I think the important 
point is that the purpose of the hearing 
is not just to deal with the items that 
we here have been dealing with for 8 
months. Obviously I think most of us 
know and most of the American people· 
understand by now that this Congress 
is poised and ready to turn the corner 
to what I believe will be bringing fiscal 
responsibility and accountability to 
the Federal Government. I know many 
of us are excited about the prospect. 

We know there are going to be obsta
cles to meet that goal in the next sev
eral months, but that is the goal for 
now. The real purpose of this commit
tee, as well, is to talk about what we 
do from that point on and not to lose 
sight of the fact that what we accom
plish this fall, which I am confident 
and hopeful we will accomplish, is the 
beginning of a process that will lead 
this Federal Government into the 21st 
century in a way that will preserve fis
cal accountability and responsibility 
for not just the immediate future, but 
for generations to come. 

We listened to people who talked 
about both the immediate obstacles 
they were faced with and their chal
lenge, as well as the bigger picture, 
what to expect in the future, such as 
some of the things we were dealing 
with here today on the very floor of 
this House, tools like a lockbox, tools 
with procurement reform, which are 
not simply cutting spending or reduc
ing growth of spending, but more im
portantly, are tools which will assure 
that future Congresses will be fiscally 
accountable and responsible. We also 
liked hearing about that. 

Let me, before I allow others here 
who have some topics to share and 
thoughts to share on the hearing, let 
me just say that I think we will realize 
how important this 3-month period is, 
but I think we also realize how impor
tant it is that as much as we accom
plish in the next 3 months in getting to 
a budget reconciliation bill that will 
once and for all put us on the path for 
a fiscally responsible Federal Govern
ment, the process should not and must 
not end there. The process is one which 
will require a commitment to stay fo
cused on that obligation, to stay fis
cally sound, and to find new ways to 
accomplish that goal. That was the 
purpose of the hearings. We heard 
many good things. 

The final point I would like to make 
for this moment is that overwhelm
ingly everyone who has been down this 
road shared with us on Saturday that 
there is certainly this aspect of fear by 
the people involved in the process. Fear 
is obviously something many people 
share when it comes to any type of a 
change, and it is something that they 
had to meet, and it certainly began as 
something that they had to manage in 
order to achieve their goals. After they 
have achieved their goals, if they man
age that fear and that potential mis
understanding that exists, they were 
successful in achieving goals. 

I just regret that as we are on the 
brink of once and for all bringing fiscal 
responsibility and accountability to 
the Federal Government, we are seeing 
more tactics only to heighten fears 
rather than efforts by all of us to re
duce the fears of the adjustments that 
will have to be made, the small adjust
ments, in comparison to the overall 
goal of achieving fiscal responsibility. 

Those were some of the things I am 
sure some of my other colleagues, par
ticularly the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. TATE], who was there and who 
shared with me on the panel, listening 
to the different witnesses, heard, and I 
am sure he has some things he would 
like to add to this dialog. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak
er, I yield to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. TATE] to share some of his 
visions of what he learned at the hear
ing of the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. MARTINI] with regard to govern
ment reform and oversight. 

Mr. TATE. First of all, Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania for his work in or
ganizing this event tonight and his 
dedication every week to be out here 
letting the people know exactly what 
we are working on in Congress. That is 
why I was so excited when I had the op
portunity to serve on the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 
That has really, for me, been the hot
bed for reforms in the Congress, wheth
er it be the unfunded mandates reforms 
or the line-item-veto. 

We had several hearings in our sub
committee, for example, on welfare for 
lobbyists, and just recently passed and 
are working on today the procurement 
reform legislation. The biggest issue 
we are dealing with this year is bal
ancing the budget and creating a 21st 
century government. 

All wisdom does not reside in Wash
ington, DC. I am not a rocket scientist, 
that I am pretty positive that is true. 
In fact, I know it is true. That is why 
I think it is so important for us to get 
out of the Beltway, as the gentleman 
from New Jersey said, and go out and 
talk to real people. That is what we did 
on Saturday. We had a chance to talk 
to people and elected officials that are 
out there in the trenches making the 
kind of changes we are trying to make 
this year. They balance their budgets 
every year. State Governors do that 
very year. County commissioners do 
that every year. Local city councils do 
that every year. We got a change to 
hear some great speakers: The mayor 
of New Jersey, the county executive of 
Essex County. We talked about privat
ization and tried to determine what 
area of government can best be done in 
the private sector. 

We also had a long discussion about 
block grants, and they were willing and 
able and looking forward to the oppor
tunity of making more decisions. The 
best example I can give of that is we 
are trying to make decisions for cities 
back in our hometown. I live in a city 
named Puyallup. Most of the bureau
crats back here not only cannot pro
nounce it but do not have a clue wheth
er it is, so why the heck are they mak
ing decisions regarding the people who 
live in my hometown of Puyallup? 

The point is that a government that 
governs closest to home is a govern
ment that governs best. The people 
who testified at the particular meeting 
of the gentleman from New Jersey, the 
hearing, were ready and willing to get 
started on that. That is what really 
-impressed me, that our idea of block 
grants is something that is popular out 
there. They are willing to do it. They 
are closer to home. If you live in Wash
ington State, it is a heck of a lot easier 
to drive to the local city council, to 
drive down the freeway of Olympia, 
where our State capital is, than to get 
in an airplane and fly 3,000 miles and 
come back to lobby and try to talk to 
your elected officials. 
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It makes more sense to have a gov
ernment closest to home. That is what 
I heard from these people. They are 
ready and willing to get started. I am 
looking forward to the hearings to 
come out to Washington State, across 
this country, we are going to have in 
the coming months. 

I just want to thank the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI] for his 
great work in setting up speakers from 
all sides of the issue. It was not slanted 
in one direction. It was very bipartisan 
and worthwhile to some of us. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. We are 
looking forward to having future hear
ings in Congressman MARTINI'S district 
and State, because I think what he is 
doing for us here is trying to give the 
leadership, give the vision where 
should Government be, how can we 
make it less expensive, as was said, 
more accountable, closer to home. 

I would like to call on the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT], if I 
can, for a minute. I think one of his 
cries has been for us to have more com
mon sense in Government, to do the 
things that those in the private sector 
have done so well and adopt some of 
those ideas. 

I guess the lock-box that we just 
passed today, the Deficit Reduction 
Lock-box Act which the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI] and the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
TATE] have been working with the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
GUTKNECHT], and of course the gen
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] had a 
lot to do with its passage. 
· Could you tell us what motivated you 
to be involved with the Deficit Reduc
tion Lock-box Act? 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. I was sitting here 
listening. The comments have been ex
cellent, but it is interesting, even our 
speaker tonight is a fellow freshman 
colleague. As freshmen, I think it is ex
citing. 

I remember just a few years ago one 
of the Members of the House came be
fore the House and put a paper bag over 
his head and in effect said, "I am em
barrassed to be a Member of this 
body." But I must tell you I am proud 
to be a Member of this Congress, the 
104th Congress, and even more proud to 
be a part of this freshman class. 

I apologize I was not able to make it 
to the hearing in New Jersey. I hear 
that it was an excellent hearing, that 
the testimony was excellent. 

The other thing that I think that has 
come back in some of the comments we 
were talking about earlier, that there 
is so much common sense out there 
among the American people, and some
times they wonder why they cannot see 
more common sense coming from 
Washington. 

One of the things I did was, I heard 
about this article that was in Reader's 

Digest a few months ago, "The Death 
of Common Sense." I bought a whole 
lot of reprints. If anybody, any of my 
colleagues are watching and would like 
a copy, if they will get a hold of my of
fice at the U.S. House of Representa
tives, Washington, D.C. 20515, we will 
send them a copy because in my own 
district I have had 33 town meetings. 

We had the Regulatory Reform Sub
committee of the full Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight 
come out to Minnesota, and Represent
ative McINTOSH and a number of other 
members of that subcommittee had 
hearings about regulatory reform. 
Frankly, I think that is something 
that is crying out. The American peo
ple are saying we just want some com
mon sense. 

There are so many great examples. If 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Fox] could let me just have a minute 
and give a couple of examples that are 
in this short article from Reader's Di
gest. One of them that our Speaker to
night, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
BUNN], would appreciate says: 

Until recently, Dutch Noteboom, 73, owned 
a small meat packing plant in Springfield, 
Oregon. The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
had one full-time inspector on the premises 
and one supervisor who visited regularly. 
This level of attention is somewhat surpris
ing, since Noteboom had only 4 employees. 
But the rules required it. Every day the in
spector sat there, " often talking on the 
phone," says Noteboom. But they always 
found time to cite him for a violation: one 
was for " loose paint located 20 feet from any 
animal." 

" I was swimming in paperwork," said 
Ndteboom. " You should have seen all the 
USDA manuals. The regulations drove me 
out of business. " 

Those kinds of examples are repeated 
again and again, and what the Amer
ican people I think are demanding from 
this Government, from this Congress, 
is common sense. If we are going to 
create a vision of what kind of govern
ment, what kind of a country we are 
going to live in in the 21st century, I 
think we have to start with the basic 
premise that we ought to have some 
common sense. The same common 
sense that the American people have 
ought to be permeating things here in 
Washington. 

I think the idea of field hearings like 
yours, and I would like to hear a little 
more from the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. MARTINI] about the field 
hearing in New Jersey. But I just want 
to say that I am happy to participate 
in these special orders. 

I appreciate what the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox] has done, 
because I think the American people 
need to know that we are making a dif
ference, we are making a contribution, 
and even more importantly, we are lis
tening to the American people. 

Mr. MARTINI. If I may, if the gen
tleman would yield on that point of 
common sense, I think that was prob
ably first and foremost the message 

that we heard on Saturday. Of all of 
the messages, I think if you boiled it 
down into one overwhelming message, 
it was the need to bring some common 
sense into the Federal Government 
process. 

I think listening to the individual 
stories that we had the benefit of lis
tening to and then listening to the tes
timony, we realize that the impression 
that I received, and the impression 
that I have had since being a new Mem
ber of this great body, has been that 
really the Federal Government has 
grown in large part over many years 
without a plan, without a design, and 
without a system. It is more or less a 
haphazard growth of programs. 

If there is a need for something, 
someone will propose a bill, they will 
implement that bill. No one looks 
back, and will determine whether or 
not there was another program that 
maybe could have just been modified 
but instead we have had another new 
program to try to implement that par
ticular need. 

I think one of the reasons we are 
where we are today is because there 
was not as much thought being given 
to the growth of the Federal Govern
ment over many years. I think what we 
are doing now as a body is looking 
back and saying, what works, what 
does not work; what works, we should 
keep, improve, strengthen, fund. What 
is not working, for whatever reasons, 
stop it once and for all, and bring some 
common sense in to this process of re
viewing the existence of the present 
government so we can plan for the fu
ture and come up with a plan and try 
to adhere to that as difficult as that 
may be. When you serve here, you 
begin to realize how difficult it so 
often is to stay focused on a particular 
goal. But I think it is very important 
and that is one of the main thrusts of 
these hearings, is to stress the impor
tance of having a game plan, shall we 
say, for the future. And then as we de
velop that game plan, make sure it is 
consistent with the overall goals that 
we set forth. 

So the gentleman is right, if I may 
say, right on point, with what we heard 
on Saturday. That was bringing com
mon sense into the process. 

We talked in terms of not only regu
latory reform which certainly was a 
topic brought up, about the need to 
bring some reasonableness into the reg
ulatory process once again. No one cer
tainly in my district and in the State 
of New Jersey is advocating abandon
ing the principles of meeting the goals 
of things like a good environment and 
things like achieving the necessary 
goals of the programs, however we set 
them out to be. But the regulatory 
process is something that many people 
are aware has gotten to the point 
where it is almost working against 
meeting the goals. 

So I think once again I like to draw 
the analogy of what we are trying to do 
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is bring the pendulum back into a bal
anced position in the regulatory proc
ess area. But I know the representative 
here from Washington probably will 
share with me, we heard about privat
ization, the block grants, pros and cons 
because there were people who spoke 
out on each of these. Then obviously 
the need to stay on track in order to 
achieve fiscal responsibility. I see my 
colleague here I think wants to add 
something to my thoughts. 

Mr. TATE. A couple of quick points 
as we finish up on this particular part 
of our special order, is the fact that as 
I was leaving, an older gentleman came 
up to me. He said, "I just wanted to 
thank you for the breath of fresh air 
that the freshmen have brought to 
Congress." I hear that everywhere I go. 
Not just meetings in New Jersey but 
whether I am standing in line, flying 
back and for th back to my home in 
Washington State, whether I am at the 
Safeway store buying groceries late at 
night, I run into people saying, "We ap
preciate you staying the course." 

Why? Because we are bringing com
mon sense back to government as we 
recently said, especially in our com
mittee as we worked on regulatory re
forms, and we heard it on Saturday as 
well, is that there is a need for govern
ment regulation. No one is doubting it. 
But it has gone too far. 

When you talk to small 
businesspeople, I think it was the 
NFIB, the National Federation of Inde
pendent Business, came out with a 
study. They asked what was the big
gest threat to you as small 
businesspeople in this questionnaire. 
Taxes was up there, they were all con
cerned about taxes. They were all con
cerned about high cost of health care. 
Their biggest concern was overregula
tion, regulations they could not under
stand, let alone explain. 

What we are trying to do is make 
sure new regulations are based on 
science, not on fad, on fact , not on fic
tion. We are trying to come up with a 
common-sense approach. That is what 
the people are asking. 

In our State I hear stories all the 
time about regulations that made the 
difference of whether a business stayed 
in business or did not. That new regu
lation was the thing that put them out 
of business. That is what we are trying 
to change. 

The key point about these hearings 
that we have had, I think, is the point 
that these are the first steps. That cre
ating a 21st century government is not 
going to happen overnight and that 
this year we bit the bullet, we passed a 
resolution that will balance the budg
et, the first time since 1969. That is it
self is huge achievement. 

But these hearings, we are going to 
have hearings over the next year or so. 
It is the beginning of the process. We 
are going to learn in those great ex
periments called the States on how 

they have learned to do these things 
and we are going to continue to learn 
from them. We are going to make mis
takes along the way, granted. You 
make mistakes when you are trying to 
make real changes. But I would rather 
make mistakes, learn and continue to 
grow instead of continue the status quo 
which means we will not have a bal
anced budget, which means we will not 
have a 21st century government. 

Mr. MARTINI. If the gentleman will 
yield on that point about mistakes. I 
think certainly in an effort of this 
magnitude and size and a review of an 
institution of this nature which has 
been growing for many, many years, 
obviously the adjustments that need to 
be made will not be perfect in every in
stance. I think that we heard, and we 
had people who were advocating the 
status quo on Saturday, an elected offi
cial and some others, a minority point 
of view, but it certainly was a point of 
view. Each time we talked of a new 
mechanism or a new idea to accom
plish the goal of making governments 
more effective and more efficient and 
less costly, such as the idea of at least 
considering privatization where appro
priate, the idea of block grants where 
appropriate and where we think they 
can work, each time one of these ideas 
was espoused, unfortunately, there 
were still some in my opinion who still 
have not realized or have not come to 
grips with the reality. 

As they would oppose each one of 
those ideas or say things like, and you 
heard them, "Well, that's a good idea, 
but it's not going to work in this par
ticular area," or "There's going to be 
pro bl ems with this,'' et cetera, it only 
made me think that if we succumb to 
that mentality, it is really succumbing 
to the status quo, because if we do not 
have the courage to take some risk, 
minimal, I think, overall compared to 
the goals that we could attain of bring
ing fiscal accountability to the great 
Government, if we do not take some 
risk, a reasoned risk, of course, we will 
never get there. 

I think that is one of the reasons past 
Congresses have never been able to get 
out of this rut of growth without plan
ning, without design, and into a pat
tern of some real thoughtful govern
ment with common sense as my good 
colleague here from Minnesota said, 
and accomplish the overriding goal and 
not look at any one particular thing 
and let this distract you from the real 
goals at hand and the real accomplish
ments we can achieve. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. If the gen
tleman will yield, I think just today 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
GUTKNECHT] was involved with other 
members of the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight of which 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MARTINI] and the gentleman from 
Washin~ton [Mr. TATE] are members, 
with the Government procurement re-

form. Perhaps you could enlighten our 
colleagues about what that legislation 
will do as it relates to government get
ting products and services less expen
sively acquired than they have in the 
past. Could the gentleman from Min
nesota respond to that? 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I thank the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox]. 
We have sort of lived under this ill u
sion and I just want to comment be
cause one of our favorite expressions in 
this freshman class is that "The status 
quo doesn't live here anymore." 

I think we came to Washington to 
make a difference and I think the 
American people said last November 
that the status quo was not acceptable 
and they wanted some real changes. 
One of the bills we worked on today 
and worked through the committee 
that we all serve on is procurement re
form. Earlier this spring I was visiting 
with Congressman DUNCAN HUNTER 
from California about the Department 
of Defense. I think we all believe in a 
strong national defense. 

I think once we are sworn in, we put 
on these pins, we do take a special re
sponsibility for those young men and 
women who serve in our armed forces. 
I think we want to make certain that 
they have the best technology, the best 
training, the best equipment that we 
possibly can give them, particularly if 
we have to make a vote to send them 
into situations where they can get shot 
at and killed. So we want a strong de
fense. 

But let me just give one example 
that he gave me or a couple of exam
ples. In the Department of Defense, we 
buy everything from paper clips to F-16 
fighter aircraft. To do that, we have 
people who buy those things. We have 
people who are called buyers. I am told 
according to last count, we had some
thing like 106,000 buyers. That is the 
bad news, but the news gets worse. 
Those 106,000 buyers have something 
like 200,000 managers. We buy about 
one F-16 fighter aircraft a week. To do 
that we have 1,646 buyers. I met with 
some electronics guys earlier in the 
session and they showed me this little 
circuit board. This circuit board goes 
in an M- 1 Abrams tank. It helps con
trol the fuel supply in an M- 1 Abrams 
tank. They told me this cost them 
about $2 to make. Yet they sell it to 
the Department of Defense for about 
$15. Part of the reason they do is be
cause they have to deal with a moun
tain of regulations to get through it. 
So what we passed today and worked 
its way through the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight was 
a procurement reform to eliminate 
some of the paperwork, to make it a 
little bit easier. Long-term hopefully 
there will be more money available to 
buy the equipment, to buy the tech
nology, to do the things we need to get 
done in government to protect our 
shores and carry out our foreign policy 
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but at a much lower cost. As a matter 
of fact, the estimates are the bill we 
passed today may save as much as $2 
million off the cost of an F-16. That is 
a lot of money. And it applies to buy
ing these kinds of things and paper 
clips and everything else. That is what 
I think the American people want. 
That is what they have asked for. That 
is what they have demanded. And I 
think that is what this Congress is de
livering. 

Mr. TATE. If the gentleman would 
yield, one of the points that was made 
at our hearing was the public definitely 
did not want more of the same but they 
definitely did not want less of the 
same. I think the point being made is if 
we are going to spend less or change 
things, we need to do things better. Not 
just do the same thing and just be 
cheaper. I think that is what we did 
today in our procurement reforms and 
I think those are the kind of changes 
that the American people are looking 
for. 

0 1300 

That was the point I wanted to make. 
Mr. MARTINI. If the gentleman 

would continue to yield for a moment. 
To follow up on that, I think it is an 
important point the gentleman makes. 
The sentiment was that we should, ob
viously, not be looking at just this sys
tem in tending to keep it in tact, rather 
we are looking for a new structure. 
What is good in this system, maintain; 
and what needs to be abandoned, aban
don; or what needs to be modified, 
modified. 

So it is not simply maintaining the 
current system and just simply reduc
ing funding across the board, but main
taining all of the programs and the 
manner in which we deliver services to 
the American people, but rather re
thinking how we meet the goals, such 
as, for instance, obviously, block 
grants. The concept of block grants 
would work, in my opinion, in many in
stances and may not work in some in
stances. The important thing was, lis
tening to the local officials, each one 
of them on the point of having more 
authority and control were in agree
ment. They each wanted more author
ity and control over their own jurisdic
tions and to govern their own respec
tive entities. However, there was some 
difference between those who were 

. willing to accept the concept of block 
grants recognizing that block grants 
will do exactly that, it will put more 
authority, flexibility and responsibil
ity in the hands of the local officials 
and give them the flexibility they 
want, and yet in almost a contradic
tory way there were one or two elected 
officials who still were protesting 
block grants. So they cannot have it 
both ways. As an elected official they 
cannot have all that flexibility and--

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. If the gen
tleman would again yield. 

Mr. MARTINI. I would certainly 
yield. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Just re
cently in the Congress we took the 
WIC, the Women, Infant and Children 
program, the food nutrition programs, 
and in our proposal that we had in the 
House we said to the States, because 
the Governors asked for it, give us the 
block grants and those food programs, 
and while we spend 15 percent in the 
Federal Government to administer 
those programs administratively, the 
States can only have 5 percent, but 
with the other 10 percent they must 
feed more children more meals. So the 
block grants can work when we put the 
restrictions on the State governments 
so that we get more services and less 
bureaucracy. 

One of the problems I think the three 
of us have faced here in Congress for 
the time we have been here in our first 
term, we have seen that what has hap
pened is we have a cottage industry of 
bureaucrats. We pass a law and then 
bureaucrats make regulations that are 
expensive, that duplicate, that slow up 
the process. Talk about regulatory re
form, I have a gentleman back home 
who has a business who wanted to deal 
with the Government, but we are not 
business friendly. He had 187 pages, 
much like Mr. GUTKNECHT was speak
ing earlier about the defense contract, 
this was a nondefense contract, 187 
pages to fill out. He would need an en
gineer, an architect and an attorney. 
By the time he paid for them, he would 
have no profit left. He said he would 
rather deal with private companies. 

So we have go get down to the basics 
where we do not have so much author
ity delegated to bureaucrats, and we 
have more authority and more funds 
going to the States and local govern
ments, so we have more services to 
people and less overburdensome taxes 
and regulations. That is what this Con
gress has been doing. And your com
mittee and your hearing. Congressman 
MARTINI is setting the tone for what 
can happen in the States. 

Mr. MARTINI. If the gentleman 
would yield. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Yes. 
Mr. MARTINI. I think it is very im

portant, however, as we are having this 
interchange and this dialogue, that we 
not give the misimpression that the 
purpose of this committee is simply for 
the future, and that this Congress and 
the majority body in the Congress is 
not working right now and has been 
working for eight months and has ac
complished so much already towards 
that goal. 

Interestingly enough, we had a list at 
the hearing of the list of programs, in 
a single space listing, typed, of all of 
the agencies, departments, programs, 
et cetera, that in some way already 
had been modified, changed and it is 
about six pages long or more than that. 
So I think it is important that we 

make it clear that this Congress al
ready has accomplished so much to
wards this effort of getting a more ef
fective, less costly government. 

The point of these committee hear
ings is, once again, to make sure that 
there is so much more to do and that 
we not just end that process this fall, 
as, unfortunately, in the past maybe 
has happened. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. As a point 
of clarification, the gentleman is 
speaking of the balanced budget 
amendment, line-item veto, a prohibi
tion of unfunded mandates and also the 
regulatory moratorium? 

Mr. MARTINI. If the gentleman 
would yield once again. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Certainly. 
Mr. MARTINI. Those are all the 

items, but, obviously, I happen to 
think that right now, as we go into this 
fall, and I am sure this is shared by all 
of us, there are three very important 
things, any one of which is monu
mental in its own right: Things like 
making sure we pass a balanced budget 
reconciliation bill, which I think we 
are poised to do; things like including 
in that real welfare reform, to make it 
workfare and not welfare; and also 
things like strengthening and saving 
our Medicare Program. 

Any one of those i terns in prior Con
gresses would have been a monumental 
task and would have occupied perhaps 
a good portion of a term of Congress, 
and I feel very privileged to be in a po
sition to be a part of a Congress that 
this year, in the next 3 months, we are 
on the verge of addressing those three 
areas, which I know in my district the 
people, at least with respect to welfare 
reform and fiscal responsibility, have, 
obviously, been calling out for that for 
some time now. 

So I feel privileged to represent those 
people and being in the position where 
I believe we will accomplish that goal 
after facing some obstacles. And that is 
the other point we heard so well. There 
were many obstacles that we had to 
meet in order to achieve our goal, and 
every one of the witnesses who had 
been down this pa th already had said 
to us that day, stay focused, persist in 
your goal, and if we accomplish our 
goal, the people will recognize that. So 
these are people both from the private 
sector and in other Government enti
ties that have been down this pa th, and 
I thought it was very refreshing to hear 
from them, and particularly our Gov
ernor who has been down this path for 
2 years. 

There have been naysayers in New 
Jersey who said the sky will fall in, et 
cetera. What has happened by some of 
her policies already is a breath of fresh 
air to the State of New Jersey and our 
economy. 

Mr. TATE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MARTINI. Certainly. 
Mr. TATE. Is the sky still there? 
Mr. MARTINI. The sky is still there, 

and more than that, our businesses are 
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staying there and we have accom
plished that, even with a tax reduction 
that was implemented by our Governor 
and legislature. So it can be done. It 
has to be done, because if we think of 
the alternative, the alternative is more 
of the same, more growth, more taxes, 
and what we are doing is indebting our 
children and getting no services for the 
interest we pay on the great debt that 
we have. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman 
would yield. 

Mr. MARTINI. Certainly would. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Isn't that really 

the story of America? The naysayers 
and the pessimists and the cynics have 
never prevailed. In the long run, it is 
the optimists, the believers, the ones 
who really get out, roll up their sleeves 
and get it done. 

I know there are a lot of pessimists 
and naysayers here in Washington We 
read about them in some of the media 
sometimes. But the truth of the matter 
is, the American people believe that it 
can, and will, and must be done. There 
are people in this town who think it is 
absolutely impossible for this Congress 
to pass a balanced budget reconcili
ation this fall. They think it is impos
sible for us to save Medicare. They 
think it is impossible for us to pass a 
welfare reform that is really built on 
work and personal responsibility and 
strengthening families. 

They say it cannot be done, but the 
American people, the interesting thing 
in the town meetings I have had, they 
know it can be done. They believe it 
can be done. That is what has made 
this country work. It is that spirit that 
I think is not only going to help us get 
through this particular period in our 
history, but will help us chart our 
course in the 21st century. 

What the American people want is to 
get back to some of those old-fashioned 
things, as was mentioned earlier. They 
want more personal responsibility and 
less Government responsibility. They 
want more personal control and they 
want less Government control. They 
want a Government that works with 
them rather than a Government that 
comes at them. I think that has been 
the theme of this Congress and that is 
what will lead us into the 21st century. 

The interesting thing is, and I start 
my town meetings with the three most 
important words in this Democratic ex
periment, and they are the first three, 
"We the people." I think as long as we 
continue to have these meetings and 
this dialog with the American people, I 
know I get my batteries charged every 
time I have a town meeting because 
there is lots of optimism. There is a lot 
of can-do attitude out there, and that 
is the attitude out there, and that is 
the attitude that will give us strength. 
And if we stay at it, I think we cannot 
fail. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. If the gen
tleman would yield, I think what the 

gentleman just said, Congressman 
GUTKNECHT, dovetails with what Con
gressman MARTINI and Congressman 
TATE have been doing, and I think it is 
a whole change in culture in Washing
ton. We saw a few weeks ago one of our 
fellow freshman, Congressman FOLEY, 
work hard in the committee to remove 
$50 million of waste, fraud, and abuse 
from a program that was really a boon
doggle. Citizens Against Government 
Waste identified it. It was definitely 
not needed and he had it removed in 
committee. He was proud of that fact. 
By the next day, the $50 million was 
moved to another pork barrel project. 

That is what brought forth, ladies 
and gentlemen, the Deficit Reduction 
Act, which we cosponsored and helped 
pass today. That will have, for the first 
time, any savings we can find in com
mittee or on this floor for pork barrel 
projects and those that do not have 
permanent value that help all Amer
ican people, that will be put in a 
lockbox. Those savings will go to defi
cit reduction. If we have deficit reduc
tion, that means we have less taxes to 
pay by interest. That will help make 
sure · our economy is strong, that we 
have more jobs, and that we have more 
people working and that we have a sta
ble economy. 

So we think this Deficit Lockbox Act 
is just one more kind of reform that I 
am sure at Congressman MARTINI'S 
hearing was probably discussed and 
will probably be emulated other places. 
But I would ask the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI], where does 
the gentleman think we go from here, 
as far as Government reform and over
sight and what the gentleman and Con
gressman TATE did this weekend, and 
where we can expect to go? 

Mr. MARTINI. I thank the gen
tleman, and I certainly am looking for
ward to attending at least a couple of 
the other field hearings that will be 
held throughout the country, and I am 
interested to hear other points of view 
from people elsewhere in the country, 
and I think that is an important part 
of the process that we have to under
take. 

I think if New Jersey's hearing was 
any indication, there is a strong sup
port out there and commitment for us 
to do what we are doing, and that is to 
bring fiscal responsibility. And that is 
how I like to refer to it. We can call it 
balanced budget, but I think what we 
passed today by way of the lockbox leg
islation and the budget reconciliation 
bill, and the process that we are in now 
leading up to a final budget reconcili
ation bill vote, all is really intended to 
get us on to a path of fiscal responsibil
ity and accountability. So I sense there 
was overwhelming support for that. 

Now, there is no question, and even 
amongst the majority and amongst all 
the Members here in this House, there 
are differences on specific funding lev
els for specific programs or agencies or 

departments. I think that is to be ex
pected. The overriding important goal, 
in my opinion, is that each of us, as 
Members of this great House, will also 
have to adjust somewhat and accept 
something that maybe we do not like 
in our own district or in our own State 
in order to accomplish the overwhelm
ing, the important and more essential 
goal of having a national policy of 
sound fiscal Government. I think that 
is what will enable us in the end to 
achieve the goal. 

All too often in the past what has 
happened is Congress people have been 
unwilling to accept something that 
maybe they would have preferred to be 
done a little differently; and, therefore, 
the bigger goal, the goal that is impor
tant to our Nation as a whole, would 
often be lost in that process. I am con
fident that this year that there is 
enough of a commitment, and it is 
being driven by the American people, 
who are telling us it is time to bring 
your fiscal House in order. 

I might add, of all of the entities and 
institutions out there, if I had to assess 
it, we are probably the last one to un
dertake this process. We heard from a 
State Governor, we heard from a local 
county official, we heard from several 
mayors, and we heard from people in 
the private sector. Each one have 
started this process of looking at their 
institution or their body that they gov
.ern and have asked these questions and 
have begun the process of right sizing, 
is how I like to refer to it, their insti
tutions. 

Mr. TATE. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MARTINI. I certainly would. 
Mr. TATE. The gentleman hit it 

right on the nose. When I am home, as 
I said earlier, people are always coming 
up and saying, stay the course, do not 
give up, keep fighting, stick to the 
promises that were made. As far as 
ahead as we believe we are as a fresh
man class, the public is even further. 
They want the changes today. They do 
not want to hear about it even 7 years 
ago. They want to hear about how we 
are going to balance the budget. 

So the things to keep in mind, and I 
guess it was Ross Perot that coined 
this phrase, the freshman class is the 
new third party. We are making the 
kind of changes that people want to 
see, but we have to continue to fight 
that battle. 

And the gentleman touched on an
other key point that I think that we 
really need to drive home. If we just 
did welfare reform this year, it would 
be a monumental year. If we just bal
anced the budget this year, that would 
be incredibly monumental. If we just 
provided tax relief for working fami
lies, there could be nothing more im
portant. If we saved Medicare, that is 
going bankrupt, I can think of nothing 
more important. We are going to do all 
of those before we leave this place. 
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Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. The fact is 
that this is a bipartisan issue. Ameri
cans want to make sure they have the 
quality drugs they need, while the FDA 
makes sure we have the quality stand
ards and the purity. The fact is that 
this country, with its great biotech
nical and pharmaceutical companies 
that have made the first discoveries 
here, but our patients sometimes are 
the last to get the receipt of those 
drugs or medical devices. Under our 
bill, H.R. 1995, it will speed up that 
process. Because right now companies 
spend about $100 million in 10 years 
waiting because of the bureaucratic 
maze of FDA. 

So with this legislation and the re
forms that the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. MARTINI] and the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. TATE] 
and the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. GUTKNECHT] are working with me, 
we really will be able to speed up the 
process, get drugs to market faster, 
and not only will we get people living 
longer and living better because of the 
drugs and the medical devices, we will 
keep the jobs here in America too. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield, we will save 
billions of dollars for consumers. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak
er, the fact is that this class of fresh
men has been anti-tax, pro people and 
pro business. When I say pro business I 
mean pro jobs. I think if we keep that 
orientation, we will make some posi
tive changes. 

When we speak of Medicare reform, 
there is some legislation that we are 
involved with in making sure we root 
out the fraud. There is $30 billion right 
now in Medicare fraud. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman 
will yield, it is $44 billion, but who is 
counting. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. That is for 
Medicare and Medicaid together. But 
there are different publications that 
have different articles about what Con
gress is working on. It is $30 billion in 
one article, anyhow, for Medicare re
form, and it deals with the fraud, abuse 
and waste of different people who are 
impersonating doctors, sending these 
duplicate bills, having a 14-year-old 
read x-rays for which they are not 
qualified, and the list goes on and on. 
The legislation that we are cosponsor
ing is going to dispute the process of 
those prosecutions and make sure that 
the penalties are increased so that we 
make sure the dollars for care are 
going back to our seniors, that they 
get the quality service and they can 
live longer and live better. We are 
going to save Medicare because we 
want to make sure our seniors are pro
tected, whether it is a mother, grand
mother, sister, whoever it is, and we 
are going to make sure that Medicare 
is saved. 

Mr. Speak er, as freshman we have 
had 18 hour days and I think that is 

just part of being here in Washington 
and trying to make a difference. 

Mr. MARTINI. If the gentleman 
would yield, you are absolutely right 
about the need for FDA reform. It is 
something that the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight is cer
tainly involved with, and there is a 
hearing tomorrow, by the way. 

Mr. Speaker, before we conclude our 
remarks for this evening, I would like 
to just comment for a moment on the 
process that has been taking place this 
week with respect to the politics of 
this whole issue of trying to get a bet
ter handle on the government in terms 
of passing a balanced budget. I will use 
as an example the student loan issue 
which we have been hearing from those 
who are opposed to our achieving a bal
anced budget alluding to and saying 
that the budget will reduce, et cetera, 
or drastically change the student loan 
program. 

Now, the facts speak for themselves 
as to just how that program has been 
adjusted. There are not drastic cuts in 
that program, so the facts speak for 
themselves. The point I would like the 
make, though, is that we are seeing the 
politics on this issue unfortunately 
scaring another segment of the popu
lation. I do not think it is reverberat
ing out there, but I think for every one 
of those issues, and it is important 
that the American people understand 
this, for every one of those issues 
where we talk about a specific item in 
this entire budget, there is another ar
gument to be made, and I thought of it 
today sitting in my office as I was con
templating the debate going on on the 
student loan issue. You know, I said to 
myself, if we are spending inappropri
ately, because there is very few major 
changes in that program, now that all 
is said and done, there is very few 
changes in that program whatsoever, 
but whatever they are, the few that are 
there are minor adjustments. But 
somebody should also speak for the 
young grammar school children whose 
futures are ahead of them, and because 
of our reckless practices in the past of 
not being able to control reasonably 
the growth of this great government, 
we are indebting the children that are 
in the first, second, third grades who 
futures are well ahead of them. 

So when you sit here and argue for 
the student who is in college, which 
frankly is not being dramatically 
changed in terms of their abilities to 
get loans for school in any meaningful 
way, you have to also think about the 
impact on others in our communities 
in our society, and I like to think of 
the younger people who already today 
are being burdened with this over
whelming debt before they even go out 
into the work force and make a living 
and start to pay taxes. So they are al
ready beginning behind the eight ball, 
and that is also part of what this entire 
process is all about. Somebody has to 

speak for those in society who cannot 
speak for themselves, and that is what 
I think we are doing with this budget 
progress. 

Mr. TATE. If the gentleman would 
yield, that point really hits what bal
ancing the budget is all about. I have a 
daughter and her name is Madeleine, 
and in her lifetime she will spend 
$187 ,150 just in taxes, just to the Fed
eral Government, just to finance the 
national debt, if we do not balance the 
budget. That is outrageous. If you want 
to help out college students and make 
sure there are jobs out there, balance 
the budget. If you want to make loans 
more affordable, balance the budget. 
That will lower interest rates. That 
will make college more affordable. 
That is what we are really talking 
about, allowing people to keep more of 
their own money in their own pockets 
to make their own decisions, to pay for 
higher education, to pay for health 
care if they need it, to go on vacation 
if they desire it, and I am sure they do; 
to make those kinds of changes, and 
that is what balancing the budget 
means to real people. That is what we 
have to keep in perspective. It is not 
all of the bill numbers we throw out, it 
is working people who live in the ninth 
district of Washington or in New Jer
sey or Pennsylvania or in Minnesota 
that sit around the kitchen table every 
month or sometimes every night trying 
to figure out how they are going to 
spend their money because the Govern
ment takes more and more of their 
money away. 

We need to weed out the fraud and 
abuse, such as $6 for one aspirin, $12 for 
one aspirin for somebody else. That is 
outrageous. That is ripping off the tax
payers. That is wrong. That is what we 
are trying to change. That is why I am 
so excited to be putting a human face 
on the balanced budget. It means real 
people are going to keep real money in 
their own pockets to decide how they 
want to spend it. That is the exciting 
part about it. That is why I am work
ing on this. You mentioned those peo
ple that do not get to talk to us, those 
newborn kids that are stuck with this 
huge debt. That is what this is all 
about. It is about the kids. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I think this 
speaks to it all. One of our colleagues 
in the other body recently said, you 
know, some of the cynics and the cri t
ics here in Washington are saying that 
this is a debate about how much we are 
going to spend on children and how 
much we are going to spend on edu
cation and how much we are going to 
spend on nutrition. It is not a debate 
about how much we are going to spend 
on children, nutrition or education. It 
is a debate about who is going to do the 
spending. 

So as we downsize the Government 
and as we allow individuals and fami
lies to make those kinds of decisions, 
as we give them some of their money 
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back to spend, we know they can spend 
it more efficiently, that is really what 
this debate is about. As we move into 
the 21st century, we want a country 
that allows more personal freedom, 
gives more personal responsibility, but 
gives families more control on how 
they are going to spend their money. 

When the average family is giving 
over half of their annual income to 
government one way or another, it has 
gotten too big and they do not spend it 
more efficiently. They are more effi
cient at the local level than at the Fed
eral level, but that is the debate we are 
having and we have to win it, not just 
to win, not as an accounting exercise; 
that is a good point. We have to win it 
for today's children because otherwise 
we are going to leave them a debt they 
will never be able to pay off. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Fox] for putting this together. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Let me 
just add to what the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI] just talked 
about. The fact is, there has been a big 
lie on campus about what is actually 
going to happen, and there is a student 
loan scare campaign by the other side 
of the aisle. But the facts are very 
much different as we know them. 

Student loans are going to be in
creased. The Congress' billion dollar 
budget proposal does not cut a single 
student loan. In fact, under the GOP 
plan to balance the budget, we save 
student loans. More loans will be avail
able from the 6.6 million loans to 7.1 
million the following year. The in
school interest subsidy program will 
remain; loan fees are not increased. 
The GOP funds the biggest Pell grant 
ever to $2,440, its highest level in the 
history of the program. There will 
maintain a 6-month grace period for 
the loans. The Perkins loans total will 
be $6 billion and the student aid will 
not be cut. The college work study pro
gram will be maintained, the supple
mental education opportunity grants 
will be fully funded, and the TRIO Pro-· 
gram, which benefits minority and dis
advantaged students, is fully funded at 
its current level of $463 million. 

So the facts are different than what 
you have heard. The fact is, we will not 
let students, seniors, those who are 
families, be left out in any program. 
We are working on making sure that 
they are more accountable, though, 
that the bureaucracy costs, the dupli
cation costs, the overregulation costs 
and all of the waste, fraud and abuse is 
removed, and direct service to those 
who need them is what we are fighting 
for. That is important, and that is the 
key to what we are trying to do. I 
would ask the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. MARTINI] to sum up about 
where we go from here again back to 
his hearings. 

Mr. MARTINI. I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, and I thank him 

for his efforts in putting together this 
evening's exchange and dialog. I think 
it is very helpful, especially after a 
hearing where we learned from our con
stituents what was on their mind, par
ticularly on this very issue. 

I think in sum what I learned was 
that the process that we are undertak
ing right now is not simply downsizing, 
but it is really smart-sizing and right
sizing the Federal Government, be
cause there is more to it than just re
ducing spending. There is also things, 
like we undertook today adoption of 
the lockbox legislation, like procure
ment reform, all of which lead to just 
more efficient, more effective, and less 
costly Government. So the undertak
ings that we are in the process of doing 
really are all geared toward that. 

We have to continue to listen and 
learn from our constituents, and then, 
of course, lead. I think it is important 
that we stay on our mission of finding 
a fiscally responsible and accountable 
Federal Government and keep our eye 
on the ball as we go along. 

Let me just share with you some
thing that happened that I thought was 
a good analogy perhaps to the compari
sons of what we are doing. There was 
one gentleman who spoke at our hear
ing who was somewhat critical of the 
efforts we are taking to become more 
fiscally responsible, and implied that 
this Congress was only cutting from 
the bottom and not really serious in its 
effort to find ways to save money 
throughout the Government at all lev
els of Government. 

This gentleman compared it to a 
wedding cake. He said that if you had 
a wedding cake, what we are doing is 
simply taking pieces from the bottom 
of the wedding cake. He said that he 
would rather, or the Democrats he 
compared it to, if they had their way, 
they would take it from the top to the 
bottom. 

I think you recall very well what I 
said then, and I think it is very appli
cable, that some would argue that for 
40 years the wedding cake was pur
chased by the taxpayers and then eaten 
by the process that had been set up by 
the majority that ruled this Congress 
for 40 years, and left nothing really for 
the future of America. 

So it was something that stays in my 
mind. I think it sums up the dif
ferences to where we are trying to go. 
We are concerned about the future of 
America. We want to make sure there 
is some wedding cake for future gen
erations, and that we do not do the ir
responsible thing and spend beyond our 
means and leave a great debt for Amer
icans to come. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. That is a 
very good sentiment. I will say this, I 
am sorry I did not join you on Satur
day, because I had a conflict. What I 
would say to that gentleman is you 
have been in the leadership on these is
sues, important issues, of getting our 

own house in order and leading by ex
ample. We have cut out 3 committees 
and 25 subcommittees. We released 
one-third of our committee staff, sav
ing over $100 million just in the cost of 
running Congress. As well, we have a 
gift ban we are now going to move to
ward passage, lobbying reform. We 
have already cut by one-third our 
franking privileges on mail. We are 
certainly becoming more accountable 
with the adoption of the Shays Act, 
making all the laws we pass also apply 
to the management of Congress, wheth
er it be OSHA or Fair Labor Standards 
or civil rights. 

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MARTINI] has been at the forefront of 
that, and I am sorry I could not tell 
your friend from your district, the 8th 
district of New Jersey, just how much 
you have been doing in leading by ex
ample, in making sure that this Con
gress, this freshman class, in a biparti
san fashion, both sides of the aisle, 
works to move us to the kind of new 
America that we think is emerging. 

Mr. TATE. I guess I would have 
added, to tell that gentleman, follow
ing on this marriage analogy, the hon
eymoon is over for the big spenders. 
That is what this Congress has been 
about. We have changed the culture of 
Washington. We are going to continue 
to do it. As the gentleman you stated, 
on day one, to me the reform that 
meant the most to me was making sure 
that Congress lived by the same laws 
as every other American. 

D 2230 
When we live under these laws, we 

may be a little less likely to want to 
pass all these great ideas, so-to-speak, 
and bring back common sense as the 
gentleman from Minnesota has clearly 
stated. 

This has been a great session so far 
this year. We are going to continue to 
keep fighting. I think the things to 
keep in mind over the next month or 
two are the fact that we are going to 
balance the budget, we are going to re
form welfare, we are going to provide 
tax relief for working families, and we 
are going go save Medicare, and do 
those things. Promises made, promises 
kept. We kept our Contract With 
America. Now we are going to keep our 
contract with our senior citizens and 
keep our contract with those working 
families, and keep the contract with 
my daughter Madeleine to make sure 
her future is brighter, she is not sad
dled with this huge debt. And the hear
ings reinforced that. It has been a 
pleasure working with you two gentle
men, and I look forward to getting 
started tomorrow morning and work
ing on the two issues. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. The fact is 
we need your enthusiasm and opti
mism. I would say to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT], the 
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gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. MAR
TINI], and the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. TATE], we appreciate your 
leadership on the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight, and 
look forward to your continued driving 
the engine for this Contract With 
America and the reforms to really 
right the course for America. I thank 
you very much for joining us tonight. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. WISE) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mrs. MORELLA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ALLARD, for 5 minutes, on Sep

tember 14. 
Mr. McINTOSH, for 5, minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 
. Mr. McINTOSH, for 5 minutes, today. 

(The following Member (at his own 
request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. WISE, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. EMERSON and to include extra
neous material notwithstanding the 
fact that it exceeds two pages of the 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $1,540. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. WISE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FROST. 
Mr. TORRES. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. 
Mr. BONIOR. 
Mr. MORAN. 
Mr. BEILENSON. 
Mr. FILNER. 
Mr. FAZIO. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Mr. PALLONE. 
Miss COLLINS of Michigan. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
Mr. BARCIA. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. PETRI. 
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
Mr. ENSIGN. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak

er, I move that the House do now ad
journ. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 10 o'clock and 32 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, September 14, 1995, at 1 p.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1425. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
the Department of the Navy's proposed lease 
of defense articles to New Zealand (Trans
mittal No. 31-95), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2796a(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. LIPINSKI: 
H.R. 2318. A bill to provide for additional 

diversity immigrant visas for certain natives 
of Poland; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mrs. LOWEY: 
H.R. 2319. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, to establish a national standard 
to prohibit the operation of motor vehicles 
by intoxicated minors; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. HERGER (for himself, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. SHAW, Mr. BURR, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. 
Fox, Mr. BEREUTER, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. 
CONDIT, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. LAUGHLIN, and Mr. 
CAMP): 

H.R. 2320. A bill to provide for the more ef
fective implementation of the prohibition 
against the payment to prisoners of supple
mental security income benefits under title 
XVI of the Social Security Act or monthly 
insurance benefits under title II of such act, 
and to deny such supplemental security in
come benefits for 10 years to a person found 
to have fraudulently obtained such benefits 
while in prison; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. NADLER: 
H.R. 2321. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Transportation to make a grant for improve
ments to the New York City subway system, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. NETHERCUTT (for himself, Ms. 
DUNN of Washington, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Washington, Mr. METCALF, Mrs. 

SMITH of Washington, Mr. TATE, Mr. 
WHITE, Mr. DICKS, and Mr. 
McDERMOTT): 

H.R. 2322. A bill to designate the Walla 
Walla Veterans Medical Center located at 77 
Wainwright Drive, Walla Walla, WA, as the 
"Jonathan M. Wainwright Memorial VA 
Medical Center"; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

By Mr. OXLEY (for himself, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
PORTMAN' Ms. KAPTUR, and Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut): 

H.R. 2323. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to authorize State and local 
governments to prohibit or restrict the re
ceipt of out-of-State municipal solid waste, 
to authorize local governments to control 
and direct the movement of certain solid 
waste, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. PETRI: 
H.R. 2324. A bill to terminate marketing 

orders regulating the price of milk at the 
end of 1995 and to provide for the gradual re
duction and eventual elimination of the 
price support program for milk; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, and Mr. MANZULLO): 

H.R. 2325. A bill to establish a Department 
of Trade; to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight, and in addition to the 
Committees on National Security, Inter
national Relations, Banking and Financial 
Services, and Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak
er, in each case for consideration of such pro
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. Fox, Mr . 
SCHUMER, and Mr. TOWNS): 

H.R. 2326. A bill to improve Federal efforts 
to combat fraud and abuse against health 
care programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition 
to the Committees on Government Reform 
and Oversight, Ways and Means, and Com
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him
self, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. 
NEUMANN, Mr. KLUG, and Mr. KLECZ
KA): 

H.R. 2327. A bill to allow for a waiver dur
ing nonozone season of certain reformulated 
gas reqµirements; to the Committee on Com
merce. 

By Mr. STOCKMAN: 
H.R. 2328. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, relating to the sale of alcoholic 
beverages to persons who are less than 21 
years of age; to the Committee on Transpor
tation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. GIBBONS, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. ABER
CROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. AN
DREWS, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. BALDACCI, 
Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. BARRETT 
of Wisconsin, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BEIL
ENSON, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BORSKI, 
Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BROWDER, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. BRYANT 
of Texas, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CHAPMAN, 
Mr. CLAY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CLEM
ENT, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. COLEMAN, Mrs. 
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COLLINS of Illinois, Miss COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. COYNE, Mr. 
CRAMER, Ms. DANNER, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 
DICKS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
DOOLEY, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
EDWARDS, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
FARR, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FAZIO of Cali
fornia, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. FORD, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. FRAZER, Mr. FROST, Ms. 
FURSE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. PETE 
GEREN of Texas, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HALL of Ohio, 
Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. HAMILTON' 
Ms. HARMAN, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor
ida, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. 
HINCHEY' Mr. HOLDEN' Mr. HOYER, 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, 
Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. KEN
NEDY of Massachusetts, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KLINK, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. LINCOLN' Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. LOWEY, 
Mr. LUTHER, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MAN
TON, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
MASCARA, Mr. MATSUI, Ms. MCCAR
THY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCHALE, 
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
MEEHAN, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. MFUME, Mr. MILLER 
of California, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MINGE, 
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. MOAKLEY, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NADLER, 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Ms. NOR
TON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OBEY, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. ORTON, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PASTOR, 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. PAYNE 
of Virginia, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PETER
SON of Florida, Mr. PETERSON of Min
nesota, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. POMEROY, 
Mr. POSHARD, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RAN
GEL, Mr. REED, Mr. RICHARDSON, Ms. 
RIVERS, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. ROMERO
BARCELO, Mr. ROSE, Ms. ROYBAL-AL
LARD, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SABO, Mr. SAND
ERS, Mr. SAWYER, Mrs. SCHROEDER, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. SKELTON, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. STOKES, Mr. STUDDS, 
Mr. STUPAK, Mr. TANNER, Mr. TAYLOR 
of Mississippi, Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. 
THOMPSON, Mr. THORNTON, Mrs. 
THURMAN, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. TRAFI
CANT, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. UNDERWOOD, 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. VENTO, Mr. VIS
CLOSKY, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WARD, Ms. 
WATERS, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, 
Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. WILSON, Mr. WISE, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. WYNN, 
and Mr. YATES): 

H. Res. 221. Resolution providing that con
sideration in the House of Representatives 
and its committees and subcommittees 
thereof of any legislation changing existing 
law with respect to Medicare or Medicaid 
pursuant to the reconciliation instructions 
of the concurrent resolution on the budget 
for fiscal year 1996 shall be preceded by ade
quate time for public examination of such 

legislation and public hearings thereon, and 
expressing the sense of the House that the 
Senate should similarily provide for such 
public examination and hearings; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 65: Mr. Fox. 
H.R. 103: Mr. WARD and Mr. SCARBOROUGH. 
H.R. 104: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 109: Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 127: Mr. DAVIS, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. JOHN

STON of Florida, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
FUNDERBURK, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, 
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. HEFLEY, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
DELAURO, Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. YATES, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. 
LAHOOD, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Ms. ESHOO. 

H.R. 218: Mr. Cox, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, and Mr. POSHARD. 

H.R. 248: Mrs. MORELLA and Mr. HAMILTON. 
H.R. 249: Mr. Fox. 
H.R. 351: Mr. ROTH. 
H.R. 390: Mr. MCINTOSH. 
H.R. 468: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 528: Mr. DICKEY, Mr. MONTGOMERY, 

and Mr. CALLAHAN. 
H.R. 580: Mr. COBURN. 
H.R. 743: Mr. PAXON, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. CAL

LAHAN. Mr. BLILEY' and Mr. HILLEARY. 
H.R. 789: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. 

MCNULTY. 
H.R. 820: Mr. PAXON and Mr. DREIER. 
H.R. 833: Mr. WYDEN. 
H.R. 911: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H.R. 922: Mr. GANSKE. 
H.R. 969: Mr. DURBIN. 
H.R. 1023: Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 1114: Mr. TANNER and Mr. BASS. 
H.R. 1127: Mr. BEREUTER and Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 1279: Mr. COBLE, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 

MCCOLLUM, and Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 1386: Mr. HANSEN, Mr. BARTON of 

Texas, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. SALMON, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. COBURN, and Mr. HAYES. 

H.R. 1406: Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 1458: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 1484: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. VIS

CLOSKY, Mr. KLECZKA, and Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 1488: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 

PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. BAKER of Lou
isiana, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
TIAHRT. and Mr. SHUSTER. 

H.R. 1618: Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. WATTS of Okla
homa, and Mr. CANADY. 

H.R. 1687: Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. NEAL of Mas-
sachusetts, and Mr. HOSTETTLER. 

H.R. 1713: Mr. DICKEY. 
H.R. 1758: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 1774: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H.R. 1818: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. BONO, Mrs. MEY

ERS of Kansas, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, and 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

H.R. 1872: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1918: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. BILBRAY, 

Mr. KLUG, and Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 1960: Mr. ANDREWS. 
H.R. 2011: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 

FORD, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. DEL
LUMS, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode 
Island, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mrs. 
THURMAN, and Mr. GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 2072: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. 
SCARBOROUGH, Mr. FORBES, Mr. DAVIS, and 
Mr. HORN. • 

H.R. 2090: Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, and Mr. HOKE. 

H.R. 2105: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, Mr. FORBES, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. BARCIA 
of Michigan, and Mr. GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 2190: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 
GILCHREST, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr. 
FOLEY. 

H.R. 2200: Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. CAMP, and Mr. STUPAK. 

H.R. 2202: Mr. BUYER and Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 2271: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. FRANKS of Connecti

cut. 
H. Con. Res. 80: Mr. OLVER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 

FROST, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. LUTHER, and Mr. SABO. 

H. Res. 200: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 359: Mr. STUDDS and Mr. Fox. 
H.R. 534: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. 
H.R. 899: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 1670 
OFFERED BY: MR. SPENCE 

AMENDMENT No. 6: (1) Strike out title IV 
(page 100, starting on line 13, and all that fol
lows through line 18 on page 143) and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

TITLE IV-STREAMLINING OF DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION 

Subtitle A-General Provisions 
SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Office of Federal Pro
curement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"TITLE II-DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
"Subtitle A-General Provisions 

"SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS. 
"In this title: 
"(1) The term 'Defense Board' means the 

Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals established pursuant to section 8(a) 
of the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 
u.s.c. 607). 

"(2) The term 'Civilian Board' means the 
Civilian Board of Contract Appeals estab
lished pursuant to section 8(b) of the Con
tract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607). 

"(3) The term 'Board judge' ineans a mem
ber of the Defense Board or the Civilian 
Board, as the case may be. 

"(4) The term 'Chairman' means the Chair
man of the Defense Board or the Civilian 
Board, as the case may be. 

"(5) The term 'Board concerned' means-
"(A) the Defense Board with respect to 

matters within its jurisdiction; and 
"(B) the Civilian Board with respect to 

matters within its jurisdiction. 
"(6) The term 'executive agency'-
"(A) with respect to contract disputes and 

protests under the jurisdiction of the De
fense Board, means the Department of De
fense, the Department of the Army, the De
partment of the Navy, or the Department of 
the Air Force; and 

"(B) with respect to contract disputes and 
protests under the jurisdiction of the Civil
ian Board, has the meaning given by section 
4(1) of this Act except that the term does not 
include the Department of Defense, the De
partment of the Army, the Department of 
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the Navy, and the Department of the Air 
Force. 

" (7) The term 'alternative means of dispute 
resolution' has the meaning given by section 
571(3) of title 5, United States Code. 

"(8) The term 'protest' means a written ob
jection by an interested party to any of the 
following: 

"(A) A solicitation or other request by an 
executive agency for offers for a contract for 
the procurement of property or services. 

" (B) The cancellation of such a solicitation 
or other request. 

" (C) An award or proposed award of such a 
contract. 

" (9) The term 'interested party', with re
spect to a contract or a solicitation or other 
request for offers, means an actual or pro
spective bidder or offeror whose direct eco
nomic interest would be affected by the 
award of the contract or by failure to award 
the contract. 

"(10) The term 'prevailing party', with re
spect to a determination of the Board under 
section 214(h)(2) that a decision of the head 
of an executive agency is arbitrary or capri
cious or violates a statute or regulation, 
means a party that showed that the decision 
was arbitrary or capricious or violated a 
statute or regulation.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-The Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
401 et seq.) is further amended-

(1) by inserting the following before sec
tion 1: 

" TITLE I-FEDERAL PROCUREMENT 
POLICY GENERALLY" ; 

and 
(2) in section 4, by striking out "As used in 

this Act:" and inserting in lieu thereof "Ex
cept as otherwise specifically provided, as 
used in this Act: " . 

Subtitle B-Establishment of Civilian and 
Defense Boards of Contract Appeals 

SEC. 411. ESTABLISHMENT. 
Subsections (a) and (b) of section 8 of the 

Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607) 
are amended to read as follows: 

" (a) There is established in the Depart
ment of Defense a board of contract appeals 
to be known as the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals. 

"(b) There is established in the General 
Services Administration a board of contract 
appeals to be known as the Civilian Board of 
Con tract Appeals.''. 
SEC. 412. MEMBERSmP. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 401, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
"SEC. 202. MEMBERSmP. 

"(a) APPOINTMENT.-(l)(A) The Defense 
Board shall consist of judges appointed by 
the Secretary of Defense from a register of 
applicants maintained by the Defense Board, 
in accordance with rules issued by the De
fense Board for establishing and maintaining 
a register of eligible applicants and selecting 
Defense Board judges. The Secretary shall 
appoint a judge without regard to political 
affiliation and solely on the basis of the pro
fessional qualifications required to perform 
the duties and responsibilities of a Defense 
Board judge. 

"(B) The Civilian Board shall consist of 
judges appointed by the Administrator of 
General Services from a register of appli
cants maintained by the Civilian Board, in 
accordance with rules issued by the Civilian 
Board for establishing and maintaining a 
register of eligible applicants and selecting 
Civilian Board judges. The Administrator 

shall appoint a judge without regard to polit
ical affiliation and solely on the basis of the 
professional qualifications required to per
form the duties and responsibilities of a Ci
vilian Board judge. 

" (2) The members of the Defense Board and 
the Civilian Board shall be selected and ap
pointed to serve in the same manner as ad
ministrative law judges appointed pursuant 
to section 3105 of title 5, United States Code, 
with an additional requirement that such 
members shall have had not fewer than five 
years of experience in public contract law. 

" (3) Notwithstanding paragraph (2) and 
subject to subsection (b), the following per
sons shall serve as Board judges: 

"(A) For the Defense Board, any full-time 
member of the Armed Services Board of Con
tract Appeals serving as such on the day be
fore the effective date of this title. 

" (B) For the Civilian Board, any full-time 
member of any agency board of contract ap
peals other than the Armed Services Board 
of Contract Appeals serving as such on the 
day before the effective date of this title. 

"(C) For either the Defense Board or the 
Civilian Board, any person serving on the 
day before the effective date of this title in 
a position at a level of assistant general 
counsel or higher with authority delegated 
from the Comptroller General to decide bid 
protests under subchapter V of chapter 35 of 
title 31, United States Code. 

" (b) REMOVAL.-Members of the Defense 
Board and the Civilian Board shall be subject 
to removal in the same manner as adminis
trative law judges, as provided in section 
7521 of title 5, United States Code. 

" (c) COMPENSATION.-Compensation for the 
Chairman of the Defense Board and the 
Chairman of the Civilian Board and all other 
members of each Board shall be determined 
under section 5372a of title 5, United States 
Code.". 
SEC. 413. CHAIRMAN. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 412, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
"SEC. 203. CHAIRMAN. 

" (a) DESIGNATION.- (l)(A) The Chairman of 
the Defense Board shall be designated by the 
Secretary of Defense to serve for a term of 
five years. The Secretary shall select the 
Chairman from among sitting judges each of 
whom has had at least five years of service-

"(i) as a member of the Armed Services 
Board of Contract Appeals; or 

"(ii) in a position at a level of assistant 
general counsel or higher with authority del
egated from the Comptroller General to de
cide bid protests under subchapter V of chap
ter 35 of title 31 , United States Code (as in ef
fect on the day before the effective date of 
this title). 

" (B) The Chairman of the Civilian Board 
shall be designated by the Administrator of 
General Services to serve for a term of five 
years. The Administrator shall select the 
Chairman from among sitting judges each of 
whom has had at least five years of service-

"(i) as a member of an agency board of con
tract appeals other than the Armed Services 
Board of Contract Appeals; or 

" (ii) in a position at a level of assistant 
general counsel or higher with authority del
egated from the Comptroller General to de
cide bid protests under subchapter V of chap
ter 35 of title 31, United States Code (as in ef
fect on the day before the effective date of 
this title). 

" (2) A Chairman of a Board may continue 
to serve after the expiration of the Chair
man's term until a successor has taken of-

fice . A Chairman may be reappointed any 
number of times. 

" (b) RESPONSIBILITIES.-The Chairman of 
the Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as 
the case may be, shall be responsible on be
half of the Board for the executive and ad
ministrative operation of the Board, includ
ing functions of the Board with respect to 
the following: 

" (1) The selection, appointment, and fixing 
of the compensation of such personnel, pur
suant to part III of title 5, United States 
Code, as the Chairman considers necessary 
or appropriate, including a Clerk of the 
Board, a General Counsel, and clerical and 
legal assistance for Board judges. 

"(2) The supervision of personnel employed 
by or assigned to the Board, and the distribu
tion of work among such personnel. 

" (3) The operation of an Office of the Clerk 
of the Board, including the receipt of all fil
ings made with the Board, the afsignment of 
cases, and the maintenance of all records of 
the Board. 

"(4) The prescription of such rules and reg
ulations as the Chairman considers nec
essary or appropriate for the administration 
and management of the Board. 

" (c) VICE CHAIRMEN.-The Chairman of the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as the 
case may be, may designate up to four other 
Board judges as Vice Chairmen. The Chair
man may divide the Board into two divi
sions, one for handling contract disputes and 
one for handling protests, and, if such divi
sion is made, shall assign a Vice Chairman to 
head each division. The Vice Chairmen, in 
the order designated by the Chairman, shall 
act in the place and stead of the Chairman 
during the absence of the Chairman.". 
SEC. 414. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 413, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
"SEC. 204. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided by 
section 452 of the Federal Acquisition Re
form Act of 1995, the Chairman of the De
fense Board and the Chairman of the Civilian 
Board shall jointly issue and maintain-

"(1) such procedural rules and regulations 
as are necessary to the exercise of the func
tions of the Boards under sections 213 and 
214; and 

"(2) statements of policy of general appli
cability with respect to such functions. 

" (b) BOARD PROCEDURES.-In issuing proce
dural rules and regulations for the exercise 
of the Boards' protest function under section 
214, the Chairmen shall take due notice of 
executive agency procedures for the resolu
tion of protests as a discretionary alter
native to resolution of protests by the 
Boards and shall ensure that the rules and 
regulations governing the time for filing pro
tests with the Boards make appropriate al
lowance for the use of such executive agency 
procedures by interested parties." . 
SEC. 415. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 414, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
"SEC. 205. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

"There are authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 1997 and each succeeding fiscal 
year such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this title. Funds for the 
activities of each Board shall be separately 
appropriated for such purpose. Funds appro
priate pursuant to this section shall remain 
available until expended.". 
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Subtitle C-Functions of Defense and 
Civilian Boards of Contract Appeals 

SEC. 421. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
SERVICES. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 415, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"Subtitle B-Functions of the Defense and 
Civilian Boards of Contract Appeals 

"SEC. 211. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
SERVICES. 

"(a) REQUIREMENT To PROVIDE SERVICES 
UPON REQUEST.-The Defense Board and the 
Civilian Board shall each provide alternative 
means of dispute resolution for any disagree
ment regarding a contract or prospective 
contract of an executive agency upon the re
quest of all parties to the disagreement. 

"(b) PERSONNEL QUALIFIED To ACT.-Each 
Board judge and each attorney employed by 
the Board concerned shall be considered to 
be qualified to act for the purpose of con
ducting alternative means of dispute resolu
tion under this section. 

"(c) SERVICES To BE PROVIDED WITHOUT 
CHARGE.-Any services provided by the 
Board concerned or any Board judge or em
ployee pursuant to this section shall be pro
vided without charge. 

"(d) RECUSAL OF CERTAIN PERSONNEL UPON 
REQUEST.-In the event that a matter which 
is presented to the Board concerned for al
ternative means of dispute resolution, pursu
ant to this section, later becomes the subject 
of formal proceedings before such Board, any 
Board judge or employee who was involved in 
the alternative means of dispute resolution 
shall, if requested by any party to the formal 
proceeding, take no part in that proceed
ing.". 
SEC. 422. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

OF DISPUTES AND PROTESTS SUB
MITI'ED TO BOARDS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 421, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
"SEC. 212. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

OF DISPUTES AND PROTESTS SUB
MITI'ED TO BOARDS. 

"With reasonable promptness after the 
submission to the Defense Board or the Civil
ian Board of a contract dispute under section 
213 or a bid protest under section 214, a Board 
judge to whom the contract dispute or pro
test is assigned shall request the parties to 
meet with a Board judge, or an attorney em
ployed by the Board concerned, for the pur
pose of attempting to resolve the dispute or 
protest through alternative means of dispute 
resolution. Formal proceedings in the appeal 
shall then be suspended until such time as 
any party or a Board judge to whom the dis
pute or protest is assigned determines that 
alternative means of dispute resolution are 
not appropriate for resolution of the dispute 
or protest.". 
SEC. 423. CONTRACT DISPUTES. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 422, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
"SEC. 213. CONTRACT DISPUTES. 

"The Defense Board shall have jurisdiction 
as provided by section 8(a) of the Contract 
Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 601-613). The 
Civilian Board shall have jurisdiction as pro~ 
vided by section 8(b) of such Act.". 
SEC. 424. PROTESTS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 423, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"SEC. 214. PROTESTS. 
"(a) REVIEW REQUIRED UPON REQUEST.

Upon request of an interested party in con
nection with any procurement conducted by 
an executive agency, the Defense Board or 
the Civilian Board, as the case may be, shall 
review, as provided in this section, any deci
sion by the head of the executive agency al
leged to be arbitrary or capricious or to vio
late a statute or regulation. A decision or 
order of the Board concerned pursuant to 
this section shall not be subject to interlocu
tory appeal or review. 

"(b) STANDARD OF REVIEW.-In deciding a 
protest, the Board concerned may consider 
all evidence that is relevant to the decision 
under protest. The protester may prevail 
only by showing that the decision was arbi
trary or capricious or violated a statute or 
regulation. 

"(c) NOTIFICATION.-Within one day after 
the receipt of a protest, the Board concerned 
shall notify the executive agency involved of 
the protest. 

"(d) SUSPENSION OF CONTRACT AWARD.--(1) 
Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this 
subsection, a contract may not be awarded 
in any procurement after the executive agen
cy has received notice of a protest with re
spect to such procurement from the Board 
concerned and while the protest is pending. 

"(2) The head of the procuring activity re
sponsible for award of a contract may au
thorize the award of the contract (notwith
standing a protest of which the executive 
agency has notice under this section)-

"(A) upon a written finding that urgent 
and compelling circumstances which signifi
cantly affect interests of the United States 
will not permit waiting for the decision of 
the Board concerned under this section; and 

"(B) after the Board concerned is advised 
of that finding. 

"(3) A finding may not be made under para
graph (2)(A) of this subsection unless the 
award of the contract is otherwise likely to 
occur within 30 days after the making of 
such finding. 

"( 4) The suspension of the award under 
paragraph (1) shall not preclude the execu
tive agency concerned from continuing the 
procurement process up to but not including 
the award of the contract. 

"(e) SUSPENSION OF CONTRACT PERFORM
ANCE.-(!) A contractor awarded an executive 
agency contract may, during the period de
scribed in paragraph (4), begin performance 
of the contract and engage in any related ac
tivities that result in obligations being in
curred by the United States under the con
tract unless the contracting officer respon
sible for the award of the contract withholds 
authorization to proceed with performance 
of the contract. 

"(2) The contracting officer may withhold 
an authorization to proceed with perform
ance of the contract during the period de
scribed in paragraph (4) if the contracting of
ficer determines in writing that-

"(A) a protest is likely to be filed; and 
"(B) the immediate performance of the 

contract is not in the best interests of the 
United States. 

"(3)(A) If the executive agency awarding 
the contract receives notice of a protest in 
accordance with this section during the pe
riod described in paragraph (4)-

"(i) the contracting officer may not au
thorize performance of the contract to begin 
while the protest is pending; or 

"(ii) if authorization for contract perform
ance to proceed was not withheld in accord
ance with paragraph (2) before receipt of the 
notice, the contracting officer shall imme-

diately direct the contractor to cease per
formance under the contract and to suspend 
any related activities that may result in ad
ditional obligations being incurred by the 
United States under that contract. 

"(B) Performance and related activities 
suspended pursuant to subparagraph (A)(ii) 
by reason of a protest may not be resumed 
while the protest is pending. 

"(C) The head of the procuring activity 
may authorize the performance of the con
tract (notwithstanding a protest of which 
the executive agency has notice under this 
section)- · 

"(i) upon a written finding that urgent and 
compelling circumstances that significantly 
affect interests of the United States will not 
permit waiting for the decision concerning 
the protest by the Board concerned; and 

"(ii) after the Board concerned is notified 
of that finding. 

"( 4) The period referred to in paragraphs 
(2) and (3)(A), with respect to a contract, is 
the period beginning on the date of the con
tract award and ending on the later of-

"(A) the date that is 10 days after the date 
of the contract award; or 

"(B) the date that is 5 days after the de
briefing date offered to an unsuccessful 
offeror for any debriefing that is requested 
and, when requested, is required. 

"(f) The authority of the head of the pro
curing activity to make findings and to au
thorize the award and performance of con
tracts under subsections (d) and (e) of this 
section may not be delegated. 

"(g) PROCEDURES.- . 
"(l) PROCEEDINGS AND DISCOVERY.-The 

Board concerned shall conduct proceedings 
and allow discovery to the minimum extent 
necessary for the expeditious, fair, and cost
effective resolution of the protest. The Board 
shall allow discovery only in a case in which 
the Board determines that the written sub
missions of the parties do not provide an 
adequate basis for a fair resolution of the 
protest. Such discovery shall be limited to 
material which is relevant to the grounds of 
protest or to such affirmative defenses as the 
executive agency involved, or any intervenor 
supporting the agency, may raise. 

"(2) PRIORITY.-The Board concerned shall 
give priority to protests filed under this sec
tion over contract disputes and alternative 
dispute services. Except as provided in para
graph (3), the Board concerned shall issue its 
final decision within 65 days after the date of 
the filing of the protest, unless the Chairman 
determines that the specific and unique cir
cumstances of the protest require a longer 
period, in which case the Board concerned 
shall issue such decision within the longer 
period determined by the Chairman. An 
amendment that adds a new ground of pro
test should be resolved, to the maximum ex
tent practicable, within the time limits es
tablished for resolution of the initial protest. 

"(3) THRESHOLD.-(A) Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), any protest in which the 
anticipated value of the contract award that 
will result from the protested procurement, 
as estimated by the executive agency in
volved, is less than $30,000,000 shall be con
sidered under simplified rules of procedure. 
Such simplified rules shall provide that dis
covery in such protests shall be in writing 
only. Such written discovery shall be the 
minimum necessary for the expeditious, fair, 
and cost-effective resolution of the protest 
and shall be allowed only if the Board deter
mines that the written submissions of the 
parties do not provide an adequate basis for 
a fair i·esolution of the protest. Such pro
tests shall be decided by a single Board 
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judge. The Board concerned shall issue its 
final decision in each such protest within 45 
days after the date of the filing of the pro
test, unless the Chairman determines that 
the specific and unique circumstances of the 
protest require a longer period, in which case 
the Board concerned shall issue such deci
sion within the longer period determined by 
the Chairman. 

"(B) If the Chairman of the Board con
cerned determines that special and unique 
circumstances of a protest that would other
wise qualify for the simplified rules de
scribed in subparagraph (A), including the 
complexity of a protest, requires the use of 
full procedures as described in paragraphs (1) 
and (2), the Chairman shall use such proce
dures in lieu of the simplified rules described 
in subparagraph (A). 

"(4) CALCULATION OF TIME FOR ADR.-In cal
culating time for purposes of paragraph (2) 
or (3) of this subsection, any days during 
which proceedings are suspended for the pur
pose of attempting to resolve the protest by 
alternative means of dispute resolution, up 
to a maximum of 20 days, shall not be count
ed. 

"(5) DISMISSAL OF FRIVOLOUS PROTESTS.
The Board concerned may dismiss a protest 
that the Board concerned determines-

"(A) is frivolous, 
"(B) has been brought or pursued in bad 

faith; or 
"(C) does not state on its face a valid basis 

for protest. 
"(6) PAYMENT OF COSTS FOR FRIVOLOUS PRO

TESTS.-(A) If the Board concerned expressly 
finds that a protest or a portion of a protest 
is frivolous or has been brought or pursued 
in bad faith, the Board concerned shall de
clare that the protester or other interested 
party who joins the protest is liable to the 
United States for payment of the costs de
scribed in subparagraph (B) unless-

"(i) special circumstances would make 
such payment unjust; or 

"(ii) the protester obtains documents or 
other information after the protest is filed 
with the Board concerned that establishes 
that the protest or a portion of the protest is 
frivolous or has been brought or pursued in 
bad faith, and the protester then promptly 
withdraws the protest or portion of the pro
test. 

"(B) The costs referred to in subparagraph 
(A) are all of the costs incurred by the Unit
ed States of reviewing the protest, or of re
viewing that portion of the protest for which 
the finding is made, including the fees and 
other expenses (as defined in section 
2412(d)(2)(A) of title 28, United States Code) 
incurred by the United States in defending 
the protest. 

"(h) DECISIONS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS ON 
PROTESTS.-(1) In making a decision on pro
tests filed under this section, the Board con
cerned shall accord due weight to the goals 
of economic and efficient procurement, and 
shall take due account of the rule of preju
dicial error. 

"(2) If the Board concerned determines 
that a decision of the head of the executive 
agency is arbitrary or capricious or violates 
a statute or regulation, the Board concerned 
may order the agency (or its head) to take 
such corrective action as the Board con
cerned considers appropriate. Corrective ac
tion includes requiring that the executive 
agency-

"(A) refrain from exercising any of its op-
tions under the contract; 

"(B) recompete the contract immediately; 
"(C) issue a new solicitation; 
"(D) terminate the contract; 

"(E) award a contract consistent with the 
requirements of such statute and regulation; 

"(F) implement any combination of re
quirements under subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), 
(D). and (E); or 

"(G) implement such other actions as the 
Board concerned determines necessary. 

"(3) If the Board concerned orders correc
tive action after the contract award, the af
fected contract shall be presumed valid as to 
all goods or services delivered and accepted 
under the contract before the corrective ac
tion was ordered. 

"(4) Any agreement that provides for the 
dismissal of a protest and involves a direct 
or indirect expenditure of appropriated funds 
shall be submitted to the Board concerned 
and shall be made a part of the public record 
(subject to any protective order considered 
appropriate by the Board concerned) before 
dismissal of the protest. 

"(i) AUTHORITY TO DECLARE ENTITLEMENT 
TO COSTS.-(l)(A) Whenever the Board con
cerned determines that a decision of the 
head of an executive agency is arbitrary or 
capricious or violates a statute or regula
tion, it may, in accordance with section 1304 
of title 31, United States Code, further de
clare an appropriate prevailing party to be 
entitled to the costs of-

"(i) filing and pursuing the protest, includ
ing reasonable attorneys' fees and consult
ant and expert witness fees, and 

"(ii) bid and proposal preparation. 
"(B) No party (other than a small business 

concern (within the meaning of section 3(a) 
of the Small Business Act)) may be declared 
entitled under this paragraph to costs for-

"(i) consultant and expert witness fees 
that exceed the highest rate of compensation 
for expert witnesses paid by the Federal Gov
ernment, or 

"(ii) attorneys' fees that exceed $150 per 
hour unless the Board concerned, on a case 
by case basis, determines that an increase in 
the cost of living or a special factor, such as 
the limited availability of qualified attor
neys for the proceedings involved, justifies a 
higher fee. 

"(2) Payment of amounts due from an 
agency under paragraph (1) or under the 
terms of a settlement agreement under sub
section (h)( 4) shall be made from the appro
priation made by section 1304 of title 31, 
United States Code, for the payment of judg
ments. The executive agency concerned shall 
reimburse that appropriation account out of 
funds available for the procurement. 

"(j) APPEALS.-A final decision of the 
Board concerned may be appealed as set 
forth in section 8(g)(l) of the Contract Dis
putes Act of 1978 by the head of the executive 
agency concerned and by any interested 
party, including interested parties who in
tervene in any protest filed under this sec
tion. 

"(k) ADDITIONAL RELIEF.--Nothing con
tained in this section shall affect the power 
of the Board concerned to order any addi
tional relief which it is authorized to provide 
under any statute or regulation. 

"(l) NONEXCLUSIVITY OF REMEDIES.-Noth
ing contained in this section shall affect the 
right of any interested party to file a protest 
with the contracting agency or to file an ac
tion in the United States Court of Federal 
Claims or in a United States district court.". 
SEC. 425. APPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN CON· 

TRACTS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec
tion 424, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"SEC. 215. APPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN CON· 
TRACTS. 

"(a) CONTRACTS AT OR BELOW THE SIM
PLIFIED ACQUISITION THRESHOLD.-N otwi th
standing section 33 of this Act, the authority 
conferred on the Defense Board and the Ci
vilian Board by this title is applicable to 
contracts in amounts not greater than the 
simplified acquisition threshold. 

"(b) CONTRACTS FOR COMMERCIAL ITEMS.
Notwithstanding section 34 of this Act, the 
authority conferred on the Defense Board 
and the Civilian Board by this title is appli
cable to contracts for the procurement of 
commercial items.". 

Subtitle D---Repeal of Other Statutes 
Authorizing Administrative Protests 

SEC. 431. REPEALS. 
(a) GSBCA PROVISIONS.-Subsection (f) of 

the Brooks Automatic Data Processing Act 
(section 111 of the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949; 40 U.S.C. 
759) is repealed. 

(b) GAO PROVISIONS.-(1) Subchapter v of 
chapter 35 of title 31, United States Code (31 
U.S.C. 3551-3556) is repealed. 

(2) The analysis for chapter 35 of such title 
is amended by striking out the items relat
ing to sections 3551 through 3556 and the 
heading for subchapter V. 

Subtitle E-Transfers and Transitional, 
Savings, and Conforming Provisions 

SEC. 441. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATION OF AP
PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL. 

(a) TRANSFERS.-
(1) ARMED SERVICES AND CORPS BOARDS OF 

CONTRACT APPEALS.-The personnel employed 
in connection with, and the assets, liabil
ities, contracts, property, records, and unex
pended balance of appropriations, authoriza
tions, allocations, and other funds employed, 
held, used, arising from, available to, or to 
be made available in connection with the 
functions vested by law in the Armed Serv
ices Board of Contract Appeals and the board 
of contract appeals of the qorps of Engineers 
established pursuant to section 8 of the Con
tract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607) (as 
in effect on the day before the effective date 
described in section 451), shall be transferred 
to the Department of Defense Board of Con
tract Appeals for appropriate allocation by 
the Chairman of that Board. 

(2) OTHER BOARDS OF CONTRACTS APPEALS.
The personnel employed in connection with, 
and the assets, liabilities, contracts, prop
erty, records, and unexpended balance of ap
propriations, authorizations, allocations, 
and other funds employed, held, used, arising 
from, available to, or to be made available in 
connection with the functions vested by law 
in the boards of contract appeals established 
pursuant to section 8 of the Contract Dis
putes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607) (as in effect 
on the day before the effective date described 
in section 451) other than the Armed Serv
ices Board of Contract Appeals, the board of 
contract appeals of the Corps of Engineers, 
and the Postal Service Board of Contract Ap
peals shall be transferred to the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals for appropriate al
location by the Chairman of that Board. 

(3) COMPTROLLER GENERAL.-(A) One-quar
ter (as determined by the Comptroller Gen
eral) of the personnel employed in connec
tion with, and one-quarter (as determined by 
the Comptroller General) of the assets, li
abilities, contracts, property, records, and 
unexpended balance of appropriations, au
thorizations, allocations, and other funds 
employed, held, used, arising from, available 
to, or to be made available in connection 
with the functions vested by law in the 
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Comptroller General pursuant to subchapter 
V of chapter 35 of title 31, United States 
Code (as in effect on the day before the effec
tive date described in section 451), shall be 
transferred to the Civilian Board of Contract 
Appeals for appropriate allocation by the 
Chairman of that Board. 

(B) Three-quarters (as determined by the 
Comptroller General) of the personnel em
ployed in connection with, and three-quar
ters (as determined by the Comptroller Gen
eral) of the assets, liabilities, contracts, 
property, records, and unexpended balance of 
appropriations, authorizations, allocations, 
and other funds employed, held, used, arising 
from, available to, or to be made available in 
connection with the functions vested by law 
in the Comptroller General pursuant to sub
chapter V of chapter 35 of title 31, United 
States Code (as in effect on the day before 
the effective date described in section 451), 
shall be transferred to the Department of De
fense Board of Contract Appeals for appro
priate allocation by the Chairman of that 
Board. 

(b) EFFECT ON PERSONNEL.-Personnel 
transferred pursuant to this subtitle shall 
not be separated or reduced in compensation 
for one year after such transfer, except for 
cause. 

(C) REGULATIONS.-(!) The Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals and the 
Civilian Board of Contract Appeals shall 
each prescribe regulations for the release of 
competing employees in a reduction in force 
that gives due effect to-

(A) efficiency or performance ratings; 
(B) military preference; and 
(C) tenure of employment. 
(2) In prescribing the regulations, the 

Board concerned shall provide for military 
preference in the same manner as set forth 
in subchapter I of chapter 35 of title 5, Unit
ed States Code. 
SEC. 442. TERMINATIONS AND SAVINGS PROVI· 

SIONS. 
(a) TERMINATION OF BOARDS OF CONTRACT 

APPEALS.-Effective on the effective date de
scribed in section 451, the boards of contract 
appeals established pursuant to section 8 of 
the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 
607) (as in effect on the day before such effec
tive date) other than the Postal Service 
Board of Contract Appeals shall terminate. 

(b) SA VIN GS PROVISION FOR CONTRACT DIS
PUTE MATTERS PENDING BEFORE BOARDS.-(1) 
This title and the amendments made by this 
title shall not affect any proceedings (other 
than bid protests pending before the board of 
contract appeals of the General Services Ad
ministration) pending on the effective date 
described in section 451 before any board of 
contract appeals terminated by subsection 
(a). 

(2) In the case of any such proceedings 
pending before the Armed Services Board of 
Contract Appeals or the board of contract 
appeals of the Corps of Engineers, the pro
ceedings shall be continued by the Depart
ment of Defense Board of Contract Appeals, 
and orders which were issued in any such 
proceeding by the Armed Services Board of 
Contract Appeals or the board of contract 
appeals of the Corps of Engineers shall con
tinue in effect until modified, terminated, 
superseded, or revoked by the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals, by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, or by oper
ation of law. 

(3) In the case of any such proceedings 
pending before an agency board of contract 
appeals other than the Armed Services Board 
of Contract Appeals or the board of contract 
appeals of the Corps of Engineers, the pro-

ceedings shall be continued by the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals, and orders which 
were issued in any such proceeding by the 
agency board shall continue in effect until 
modified, terminated, superseded, or revoked 
by the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals, 
by a court of competent jurisdiction, or by 
operation of law. 

(C) BID PROTEST TRANSITION PROVISIONS.
(!) No protest may be submitted to the 
Comptroller General pursuant to section 
3553(a) of title 31, United States Code, or to 
the board of contract appeals for the General 
Services Administration pursuant to the 
Brooks Automatic Data Processing Act (40 
U.S.C. 759) on or after the effective date de
scribed in section 451. 

(2)(A) In the case of bid protest proceedings 
pending before the board of contract appeals 
of the General Services Administration on 
the effective date described in section 451-

(i) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of the Department of Defense, 
the Department of the Army, the Depart
ment of the Navy, and the Department of the 
Air Force, the proceedings shall be continued 
by the Defense Board of Contract Appeals; 
and 

(ii) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of any other executive agency 
(as defined by section 4(1) of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
403(1)), the proceedings shall be continued by 
the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals. 

(B) The provisions repealed by section 
431(a) shall continue to apply to such pro
ceedings until the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals or the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals, as the case may 
be, determines such proceedings have been 
completed. 

(3)(A) In the case of bid protest proceedings 
pending before the Comptroller General on 
the effective date described in section 451-

(i) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of the Department of Defense, 
the Department of the Army, the Depart
ment of the Navy, and the Department of the 
Air Force, the proceedings shall be continued 
by the Defense Board of Contract Appeals; 

(ii) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of any other executive agency 
(as defined by section 4(1) of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
403(1)), the proceedings shall be continued by 
the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals; and 

(iii) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of an entity that is not an ex
ecutive agency, the proceedings shall be con
tinued by the Comptroller General. 

(B) The provisions repealed by section 
431(b) shall continue to apply to such bid 
protest proceedings until the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals, the Civil
ian Board of Contract Appeals, or the Comp
troller General, as the case may be, deter
mines that such proceedings have been com
pleted. 
SEC. 443. CONTRACT DISPUTES AUTHORITY OF 

BOARDS. 
(a) Section 2 of the Contract Disputes Act 

of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 601) is amended-
(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out ", the 

United States Postal Service, and the Postal 
Rate Commission"; 

(2) by amending paragraph (6) to read as 
follows: 

"(6) the term 'Defense Board' means the 
Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals established under section 8(a) of this 
Act;"; 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para
graph (8); and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol
lowing new paragraph (7): 

"(7) the term 'Civilian Board' means the 
Civilian Board of Contract Appeals estab
lished under section 8(b) of this Act; and". 

(b) Section 6(c)(6) of the Contract Disputes 
Act of 1978 (41 U.S .C. 605(c)(6)) is amended-

(1) by striking out "court or an agency 
board of contract appeals" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "court, the Defense Board, or 
the Civilian Board"; 

(2) by striking out "an agency board of 
contract appeals" in the third sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof "the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board"; and 

(3) by striking out "agency board" and in
serting in lieu thereof "the Board con
cerned". 

(c) Section 7 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 606) is amended by striking 
out "an agency board of contract appeals" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the Defense 
Board or the Civilian Board". 

(d) Section 8 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607), as amended by section 
411, is further amended-

(1) by amending the heading to read as fol
lows: 
" DEFENSE AND CIVILIAN BOARDS OF CONTRACT 

APPEALS"; 
(2) by striking out subsection (c); 
(3) in subsection (d)-
(A) by striking out the first sentence and 

inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"The Defense Board shall have jurisdiction 
to decide any appeal from a decision of a 
contracting officer of the Department of De
fense, the Department of the Army, the De
partment of the Navy, or the Department of 
the Air Force relative to a contract made by 
that department. The Civilian Board shall 
have jurisdiction to decide any appeal from a 
decision of a contracting officer of any exec
utive agency (other than the Department of 
Defense, the Department of the Army, the 
Department of the Navy, the Department of 
the Air Force, the United States Postal 
Service, or the Postal Rate Commission) rel
ative to a contract made by that agency."; 
and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking out 
"the agency board" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the Board concerned"; 

(4) in subsection (e), by striking out "An 
agency board shall provide" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "The Defense Board and the Ci
vilian Board shall each provide,"; 

(5) in subsection (f), by striking out "each 
agency board" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"the Defense Board and the Civilian Board"; 

(6) in subsection (g)-
(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), 

by striking out "an agency board of contract 
appeals" and inserting in lieu thereof "the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as the 
case may be,"; 

(B) by striking out paragraph (2); and 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2); and 
(7) by striking out subsection (h) and in

serting in lieu thereof the following: 
"(h) There is established an agency board 

of contract appeals to be known as the 'Post
al Service Board of Contract Appeals'. Such 
board shall have jurisdiction to decide any 
appeal from a decision of a contracting offi
cer of the United States Postal Service or 
the Postal Rate Commission relative to a 
contract made by either agency. Such board 
shall consist of judges appointed by the Post
master General who shall meet the qualifica
tions of and serve in the same manner as 
judges of the Civilian Board of Contract Ap
peals. This Act and title II of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act shall apply 
to contract disputes before the Postal Serv
ice Board of Contract Appeals in the same 
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"TITLE II-DISPUTE RESOLUTION manner as they apply to contract disputes 

before the Civilian Board."; and 
(8) by striking out subsection (i). 
(e) Section 9 of the Contract Disputes Act 

of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 608) is amended-
(1) in subsection (a) , by striking out " each 

agency board" and inserting in lieu thereof 
" the Defense Board and the Civilian Board" ; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b) , by striking out "the 
agency board" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"the Board concerned" . 

(f) Section 10 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 609) is amended

(1) in subsection (ar. 
(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (Ir. 
(i) by striking out "Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), and in" and inserting in lieu 
thereof " In" ; and 

(ii) by striking out "an agency board" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board"; 

(B) by striking out paragraph (2); and 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2), and in that paragraph by striking 
out " or (2)"; 

(2) in subsection (br. 
(A) by striking out "any agency board" 

and inserting in lieu thereof "the Defense 
Board or the Civilian Board"; and 

(B) by striking out "the agency board" and 
inserting in lieu thereof " the Board con
cerned''; 

(3) in subsection (er. 
(A) by striking out "an agency board" and 

inserting in lieu of each " the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board" ; and 

(B) by striking out "the agency board" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "the Board con
cerned"; and 

(4) in subsection (dr. 
(A) by striking out "one or more agency 

boards" and inserting in lieu thereof "the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board (or 
both)"; and 

(B) by striking out "or among the agency 
boards involved" and inserting in lieu there
of " one or both of the Boards" . 

(g) Section 11 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 610) is amended-

(1) in the first sentence, by striking out 
"an agency board of contract appeals" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board"; and 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking out 
" the agency board through the Attorney 
General; or upon application by the board of 
contract appeals of the Tennessee Valley Au
thority" and inserting in lieu thereof " the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board". 

(h) Section 13 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 612) is amended-

(1) in subsection (b), by striking out "an 
agency board of contract appeals" and in
serting in lieu thereof " the Defense Board or 
the Civilian Board' ' ; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(2) , by striking out " by 
the board of contract appeals for" and in
serting in lieu thereof "by the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board from". 
SEC. 444. REFERENCES TO AGENCY BOARDS OF 

CONTRACT APPEALS. 
(a) DEFENSE BOARD.-Any reference to the 

Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals or 
the board of contract appeals of the Corps of 
Engineers in any provision of law or in any 
rule , regulation, or other paper of the United 
States shall be treated as referring to the 
Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals. 

(b) CIVILIAN BOARD.-Any reference to an 
agency board of contract appeals other than 
the Armed Services Board of Contract Ap
peals, the board of contract appeals of the 

Corps of Engineers, or the Postal Service 
Board of Con tract Appeals in any provision 
of law or in any rule, regulation, or other 
paper of the United States shall be treated as 
referring to the Civilian Board of Contract 
Appeals. 
SEC. 445. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) TITLE 5.-Section 5372a of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l) , by striking out "an 
agency board of contract appeals appointed 
under section 8 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978" and inserting in lieu thereof "the 
Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals or the Civilian Board of Contract 
Appeals appointed under section 202 of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act or 
the Postal Service Board of Contract Appeals 
appointed under section 8(h) of the Contract 
Disputes Act of 1978"; and 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out "an 
agency board of contract appeals" and in
serting in lieu thereof "the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals, the Civil
ian Board of Contract Appeals, or the Postal 
Service Board of Contract Appeals" . 

(b) TITLE 10.-(1) Section 2305(e) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended-

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking out " sub
chapter V of chapter 35 of title 31" and in
serting in lieu thereof "title II of the Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act"; and 

(B) by striking out paragraph (3). 
(2) Section 2305(f) of such title is amend

ed-
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking out "sub

paragraphs (A) through (F) of subsection 
(b)(l) of section 3554 of title 31" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "section 214(h)(2) of the Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act"; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking out "para
graph (1) of section 3554(c) of title 31 within 
the limits referred to in paragraph (2)" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "subparagraph (A) 
of section 214(i)(l) of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act within the limits 
referred to in subparagraph (B)". 

(C) FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949.-(1) Section 
303B(j) (as redesignated by section 104(b)(2)) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253b(h)) is 
amended-

(A) in paragraph (1) , by striking out "sub
chapter V of chapter 35 of title 31, United 
States Code" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"title II of the Office of Federal Procure
ment Policy Act"; and 

(B) by striking out paragraph (3). 
(2) Section 303B(k) (as redesignated by sec

tion 104(b)(2)) of such Act (41 U.S.C. 253b(i)) is 
amended-

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking out "in 
subparagraphs (A) through (F) of subsection 
(b)(l) of section 3554 of title 31, United States 
Code" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 
214(h)(2) of the Office of Federal Procure
ment Policy Act"; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking out "para
graph (1) of section 3554(c) of such title with
in the limits referred to in paragraph (2)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "subparagraph 
(A) of section 214(i)(l) of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act within the limits 
referred to in subparagraph (B)". 

( d) OFFICE OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT POL
ICY ACT.-The table of contents for the Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act (con
tained in section l(b)) is amended-

(1) by inserting the following before the 
item relating to section 1: 

"TITLE I- FEDERAL PROCUREMENT 
POLICY GENERALLY"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

" SUBTITLE A- GENERAL PROVISIONS 
" Sec. 201. Definitions. 
" Sec. 202. Membership. 
"Sec. 203. Chairman. 
" Sec. 204. Rulemaking authority. 
" Sec. 205. Authorization of appropriations. 

"SUBTITLE B-FUNCTIONS OF THE DEFENSE 
AND CIVILIAN BOARDS OF CONTRACT APPEALS 

" Sec. 211. Alternative dispute resolution 
services. 

"Sec. 212. Alternative dispute resolution of 
disputes and protests submitted 
to Boards. 

"Sec. 213. Contract disputes. 
"Sec. 214. Protests. 
" Sec. 215: Applicability to certain con

tracts.". 
Subtitle F- Effective Date; Regulations and 

Appointment of Chairmen 
SEC. 451. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Title II of the Office of Federal Procure
ment Policy Act, as added by this title, and 
the amendments and repeals made by this 
title shall take effect 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 452. REGULATIONS. 

(a) REGULATIONS REGARDING PROTESTS AND 
CLAIMS.-Not later than 1 year after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Chairman 
of the Armed Services Board of Contract Ap
peals and the Chairman of the General Serv
ices Board of Contract Appeals, in consulta
tion with the Comptroller General with re
spect to protests, shall jointly issue-

(1) such procedural rules and regulations as 
are necessary to the exercise of the functions 
of the Department of Defense Board of Con
tract Appes.ls and the Civilian Board of Con
tract Appeals under sections 213 and 214 of 
the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (as added by this title); and 

(2) statements of policy of general applica
bility with respect to such functions. 

(b) REGULATIONS REGARDING APPOINTMENT 
OF JUDGES.- Not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act--

(1) the Chairman of the Armed Services 
Board of Contract Appeals shall issue rules 
governing the establishment and mainte
nance of a register of eligible applicants and 
the selection of judges for the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals; and 

(2) the Chairman of the General Services 
Board of Contract Appeals shall issue rules 
governing the establishment and mainte
nance of a register of eligible applicants and 
the selection of judges for the Civilian Board 
of Contract Appeals. 
SEC. 453. APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRMEN OF DE

FENSE BOARD AND CIVIl..IAN BOARD. 
Notwithstanding section 451, not later than 

1 year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act--

(1) the Secretary of Defense shall appoint 
the Chairman of the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals; and 

(2) the Administrator of General Services 
shall appoint the Chairman of the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals. 

(2) Page 12, lines 2 and 23, strike out "chap
ter" and insert in lieu thereof " title" . 

(3) Page 26, line 18, strike out " and" and 
insert in lieu thereof "but" . 

(4) Page 28, line 14, strike out "and" and 
insert in lieu thereof "but". 

(5) Add at the end of section 302 (at the end 
of page 51) the following: 

(C) POLICY OF CONGRESS.- Section 29 of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 
U.S.C. 425) is further amended by adding 
after subsection (a) the following new sub
section: 



September 13, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 24985 
"(b) CONSTRUCTION OF CERTIFICATION RE

QUIREMENTS.-A provision of law may not be 
construed as requiring a certification by a 
contractor or offeror in a procurement made 
or to be made by the Federal Government 
unless that provision of law specifically re
fers to this subsection and provides that, 
notwithstanding this subsection, such a cer
tification shall be required. 

Page 50, line 18, strike out "(b)" and insert 
in lieu thereof "(c)''. 

(6) Page 52, line 10, strike out "August 1, 
1995" and insert in lieu thereof "October 1, 
1996". 

Page 52, lines 10 and 11, strike out "August 
1, 2000" and insert in lieu thereof "October 1, 
2000". 

(7) Add at the end of section 306 (at the end 
of page 65) the following new subsection: 

(e) REPEAL OF DATA COLLECTION REQUIRE
MENT.-Subsection (h) of section 111 of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv
ices Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 759) is repealed. 

(8) Strike out section 316 (page 75, line 15, 
through the end of page 81) and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
SEC. 316. ADDITIONAL DEPARTMENT OF DE

FENSE PILOT PROGRAMS. 
(a) AUTHORITY To CONDUCT DEFENSE F ACIL

ITY-WIDE PILOT PROGRAM.-The Secretary of 
Defense may conduct a pilot program, to be 
known as the "defense facility-wide pilot 
program", for the purpose of determining the 
potential for increasing the efficiency and ef
fectiveness of the acquisition process in fa
cilities. 

(b) SCOPE OF PROGRAM.-At a facility des
ignated as a participant in the pilot pro
gram, the pilot program shall consist of the 
following: 

(1) All contracts and subcontracts for de
fense supplies and services that are per
formed at the facility. 

(2) All contracts and subcontracts per
formed elsewhere that the Secretary deter
mines are directly and substantially related 
to the production of defense supplies and 
services at the facility and are necessary for 
the pilot program. 

(C) DESIGNATION OF PARTICIPATING FACILI
TIES.-(!) The Secretary may designate up to 
two facilities as participants in the defense 
facility-wide pilot program. 

(2) Subject to subsection (g), the Secretary 
may determine the scope and duration of a 
designation made under this paragraph. 

(d) CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATION.-(!) Not 
later than 90 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall provide 
to the congressional defense committees a 
detailed description of the proposed cllli'teria 
to be used in selecting facilities for designa
tion as participants in the defense facility
wide pilot program. The Secretary may not 
select any facilities for participation in the 
program until at least 30 days have passed 
after providing such criteria. 

(2) After selecting both facilities for des
ignation as participants in the program, the 
Secretary shall notify the congressional de
fense committees of the selection and submit 
a description-

(A) of the management goals and objec
tives intended to be achieved for each facil
ity selected; and 

(B) of the method by which the Secretary 
intends to monitor and measure the perform
ance of the selected facilities in meeting 
such management goals and objectives. 

(3)(A) In developing the criteria referred to 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall ensure 
that such criteria reflect the following objec
tives: 

(i) A significant reduction of the cost to 
the Government for programs carried out at 
the designated facilities. 

(ii) A reduction of the schedule associated 
with programs carried out at the designated 
facilities. 

(iii) An increased used of commercial prac
tices and procedures for programs carried at 
the designated facilities. 

(iv) That the designation of a facility 
under subsection (c) does not place a compet
ing domestic manufacturer at a significant 
competitive disadvantage. 

(B) The criteria shall also require that, 
with respect to any facility designated under 
subsection (c), all or substantially all of the 
"contracts to be awarded and performed at 
the facility after the designation, and all or 
substantially all of the subcontracts to be 
awarded under those contracts and per
formed at the facility after the designation, 
will be-

(i) for the production of supplies or serv
ices on a firm-fixed price basis; 

(ii) awarded without requiring the contrac
tors or subcontractors to provide certified 
cost or pricing data pursuant to section 2306a 
of title 10, United States Code; and 

(iii) awarded and administered without the 
application of cost accounting standards 
under section 26(f) of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 422(f)). 

(e) EXEMPTION FROM CERTAIN REQUIRE
MENTS.-ln the case of a contract or sub
contract that is to be performed at a facility 
designated for participation in the defense 
facility-wide pilot program and that is sub
ject to section 2306a of title 10, United States 
Code, or section 26(f) of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 422(f)), 
the Secretary of Defense may exempt such 
contract or subcontract from the require
ment to obtain certified cost or pricing data 
under such section 2306a or the requirement 
to apply mandatory cost accounting stand
ards under such section 26(f) if the Secretary 
determines that the contract or sub
contract-

(1) is within the scope of the pilot program 
(as described in subsection (b)); and 

(2) is fairly and reasonably priced based on 
information other than certified cost and 
pricing data. 

(f) SPECIAL AUTHORITY.-The authority 
provided under subsection (a) may include 
authority for the Secretary of Defense-

(1) to apply any amendment or repeal of a 
provision of law made in this Act to the pilot 
program before the effective date of such 
amendment or repeal; and 

(2) to apply to a procurement of items 
other than commercial i terns under such pro
gram-

(A) any authority provided in the Federal 
Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103-355) (or in an. amendment made by a 
provision of that Act) to waive a provision of 
law in the case of commercial items, and 

(B) any exception applicable under this Act 
or the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act 
of 1994 (Public Law 103-355) (or an amend
ment made by a provision of either Act) in 
the case of commercial items, 
before the effective date of such provision (or 
amendment) to the extent that the Sec
retary determines necessary to test the ap
plication of such waiver or exception to pro
curements of items other than commercial 
items. 

(g) APPLICABILITY.-(!) Subsections (e) and 
(f) apply with respect to-

(A) a contract that is awarded or modified 
during the period described in paragraph (2); 
and 

(B) a contract that is awarded before the 
beginning of such period and is to be per
formed (or may be performed), in whole or in 
part, during such period. 

(2) The period referred to in paragraph (1) 
is the period that begins 45 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act and ends 
on September 30, 1998. 

(h) COMMERCIAL PRACTICES ENCOURAGED.
With respect to contracts and subcontracts 
within the scope of the defense facility-wide 
pilot program, the Secretary of Defense may, 
to the extent the Secretary determines ap
propriate and in accordance with the law, 
adopt commercial practices in the adminis
tration of contracts and subcontracts. Such 
commercial practices may include elimi
nation of Government audit and access to 
records provisions; incorporation of commer
cial oversight, inspection, and acceptance 
procedures; use of alternative dispute resolu
tion techniques (including arbitration); and 
elimination of contract provisions authoriz
ing the Government to make unilateral 
changes to contracts. 

(9) In sections 501 and 502 (page 143, line 23, 
through the end of page 146), strike out 
"title" each place it appears and insert in 
lieu thereof "Act". 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
AMERICA'S STAKE IN THE UNITED 

NATIONS 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, many of us 
have been critical of the management and effi
ciency of the United Nations. Despite these 
shortcomings, on the 50th anniversary of the 
U.N. Charter it is important to remember the 
critical role this institution plays. 

I therefore commend to my colleagues a re
cent policy statement by the U.N. Association 
of the United States of America, "America's 
Stake in the United Nations and Financing the 
United Nations." As ·this statement notes, 
every U.S. administration has turned to the 
United Nations for collective action to help 
maintain or restore peace. The United Nations 
helps to spread the financial, political, and 
military burden of interventions. I agree with 
the policy statement that "Increased reliance 
on U.N. collective security operations nec
essarily complements our defense savings." 

The United States cannot insulate itself from 
an interconnected world where transnational 
threats such as drugs, terrorism, and diseases 
respect no borders. The United Nations is an 
imperfect but vital tool which can help respond 
to those threats. I fully agree with UNA/USA's 
statement that the U.N. requires reform, but 
not wrecking. I intend to continue pressing for 
such reform in the United Nations. 

While I do not support providing any kind of 
tax authority to the United Nations, it seems to 
me that we cannot hope for a more efficient 
and effective United Nations so long as its fi
nances remain unreliable. The answer, as the 
report states, is simple: Nations must pay their 
assessed contributions on time, and in full. We 
should not support U.N. budgets for which we 
do not intend to pay. 

I congratulate UNA/USA on this thoughtful 
policy statement, and request that it be in
cluded in the RECORD. 

AMERICA'S STAKE IN THE UNITED NATIONS 

Fifty years ago we, the people of the Unit
ed States, joined in common purpose and 
shared commitment with the people of 50 
other nations. The most catastrophic war in 
history had convinced nations that no coun
try could any longer be safe and secure in 
isolation. From this realization was born the 
United Nations-the idea of a genuine world 
community and a framework for solving 
human problems that transcend national 
boundaries. Since then, technology and eco
nomics have transformed "world commu
nity" from a phrase to a fact, and if the 
World War II generation had not already es
tablished the U.N. system, today's would 
have to create it. 

The founders of the United Nations were 
clairvoyant in many ways. The Charter an
ticipated decolonization; called for "respect 
for human rights and fundamental freedoms 

for all without distinction as to race, sex, 
language, or religion"; and set up the insti
tutional framework "for the promotion of 
the economic and social advancement of all 
peoples." In meeting the Charter's chal
lenges, we make for a more secure and pros
perous world. 

Through the U.N. system, many serious 
conflicts have been contained or concluded. 
Diseases have been controlled or eradicated, 
children immunized, refugees protected and 
fed. Nations have set standards on issues of 
common concern-ranging from human 
rights to environmental survival to radio 
frequencies. Collective action has also 
furthered particular U.S. government inter
ests, such as averting a widening war in the 
Middle East into which Washington might 
otherwise be drawn. After half a century, the 
U.N. remains a unique investment yielding 
multiple dividends for Americans and others 
alike. 

The U.N.'s mandate to preserve peace and 
security was long hobbled by the Cold War, 
whose end has allowed the institutions of 
global security to spring to life. The five per
manent members of the Security Council 
now meet and function as a cohesive group, 
and what the Council has lost in rhetorical 
drama it has more than gained in forging 
common policies. Starting with the Reagan 
Administration's effort to marshal the Secu
rity Council to help bring an end to the Iran
Iraq war in 1988, every U.S. administration 
has turned to the U.N. for collective action 
to help maintain or restore peace. Common 
policy may not always result in success, but 
neither does unilateral policy-and, unlike 
unilateral intervention, it spreads costs and 
risks widely and may help avoid policy disas
ters. 

Paradoxically, the end of the Cold War has 
also given rise in the U.S. to a resurgent iso
lationism, along with calls for unilateral, go
it-alone policies. Developments in many 
places that once would have stirred alarm 
are now viewed with indifference. When they 
do excite American political interest, the 
impulse is often to respond unilaterally in 
the conviction that only Washington can do 
the job and do it right. Without a Soviet 
threat, some Americans imagine we can re
nounce "foreign entanglements." Growing 
hostility to U.N. peacekeeping in some polit
ical circles reflects, in large measure, the 
shortsighted idea that America has little at 
stake in the maintenance of a peaceful 
world. In some quarters, resentment smol
ders at any hint of reciprocal obligations; 
but in a country founded on the rule of law, 
the notion that law should rule among na
tions ought not to be controversial. 

The political impulse to go it alone surges 
at precisely the moment when nations have 
become deeply interconnected. The need for 
international teamwork has never been 
clearer. Goods, capital, news, entertainment, 
and ideas flow national boarders with aston
ishing speed. So do refugees, diseases, drugs, 
environmental degradation, terrorists, and 
currency crashes. 

The institutions of the U.N. system are not 
perfect, but they remain our best tools for 
concerted international action. Just as 
Americans often seek to reform our own gov-

ernment, we must press for improvement of 
the U.N. system. Fragmented and of limited 
power prone to political paralysis, bureau
cratic torpor, and opaque accountability, the 
U.N. system requires reform-but not wreck
ing. Governments and citizens must press for 
changes that improve agencies' efficiency, 
enhance their responsiveness, and make 
them accountable to the world's publics they 
were created to serve. Our world institutions 
can only be strengthened with the informed 
engagement of national leaders, press, and 
the public at large. 

The American people have not lost their 
commitment to the United Nations and to 
the rule of law. They reaffirm it consist
ently, whether in opinion surveys or UNICEF 
campaigns. Recognizing the public's senti
ment, the foes of America's U.N. commit
ment--unilateralists, isolationists, or what
ever-do not call openly for rejecting the 
U.N. as they had earlier rejected outright 
the League of Nations. But the systematic 
paring back of our commitment to inter
national law and participation in institu
tions would have the same effect. 

In this 50th anniversary year, America's 
leaders should rededicate the nation to the 
promise of a more peaceful and prosperous 
world contained in the U.N. Charter. In that 
spirit, the United Nations Association of the 
United States calls on the people and govern
ment of the United States, calls on the peo
ple and government of the United States, 
and those of all other U.N. member states, to 
join in strengthening the United Nations 
system for the 21st century. 

In particular, we call for action in five 
areas, which will be the top policy priorities 
of UNA-USA as we enter the U.N.'s second 
half-century: 

Reliable financing of the United Nations 
system. 

Strong and effective U.N. machinery to 
help keep the peace. 

Promotion of broad-based and sustainable 
world economic growth. 

Vigorous defense of human rights and pro
tection of displaced populations. 

Control, reduction, or elimination of high
ly destructive weaponry. 

POST-RATIFICATION BY MIS-
SISSIPPI LEGISLATURE OF U.S. 
CQ.NSTITUTION'S 13TH AMEND
MENT-ABOLISHING SLAVERY 

HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to call 
to the attention of my colleagues and to the 
attention of the American people, a very his
toric action taken earlier this year by the Leg
islature of my State of Mississippi. 

A century and three decades ago, in 1865, 
the 38th Congress proposed an amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution to end the inhumane 
practice of slavery-uniformly, throughout the 
entire Nation. Within a matter of months, the 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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proposal had received the required approval of 
the legislatures of three-fourths of the States 
then in the Union and it resultantly became 
the Constitution's 13th amendment. 

It also was during that pivotal year of 1865, 
that both houses of the Mississippi Legislature 
adopted a resolution rejecting, denouncing, 
and condemning the constitutional amendment 
to abolish slavery. Thus, the 13th amendment 
had made its way into the Constitution without 
Mississippi's official approval. As for the ensu
ing 130 years, that resolution of rejection re
mained the Mississippi Legislature's official 
pronouncement on the 13th amendment. In
deed, for many years, Mississippi's was the 
only State legislature-in the Union well be
fore and long after that particular constitutional 
amendment was proposed and ratified-never 
to approve it. But all of that changed earlier 
this year. An undotted historical "i" and an un
crossed social "t" were duly dotted and 
crossed when the Mississippi Legislature 
adopted Senate Concurrent Resolution 547 on 
March 16, 1995, to not only postratify the 13th 
amendment but, also, to finally rescind the 
embarrassing 1865 resolution of rejection. 

TRIBUTE TO REVOLUTIONARY 
WAR HERO COMMODORE JOHN 
BARRY SEPTEMBER 13, 1995 

HON. CURT WELDON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to offer a tribute to a great Revolu
tionary War Hero, Commodore John Barry. 

This year we celebrate the 250th anniver
sary of Commodore Barry's birth. Born in 1745 
in Ireland, he moved to Philadelphia approxi
mately 15 years later, where he prospered as 
a shipmaster and owner. While in Philadel
phia, he became a strong supporter of the 
Revolution, fervently espousing the doctrine of 
independence from the British Government. 
When the Revolution broke out, he enthu
siastically offered his services to the Continen
tal Congress, which gave him an independent 
command as captain of the brig Lexington. 
Less than 1 month after his commission, Cap
tain Barry captured the first British warship to 
be taken under Continental Congress author
ity. 

Recognizing his great service in the fight for 
independence, the Continental Congress is
sued him another commission, as captain of 
the Effingham. Despite his eagerness to serve 
the cause, he was unable to launch the 32 
gun vessel owing to the British occupation of 
Philadelphia. Nevertheless, using his ingenu
ity, resolve, and dedication to the Colonies, 
Captain Barry, with four small boats, captured 
two transports and a schooner during a daring 
raid in lower Delaware. This gallant effort 
brought the due praise of General Washing
ton. 

Receiving another command aboard the Ra
leigh, Barry stubbornly defended the vessel 
against superior forces when confronted by 
the British on September 28, 1778. 
Outgunned, he was forced to beach the ship, 
but managed to save most of his crew. In 
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1781, Barry took command of the Alliance, 
and defeated the sloops H.M.S. Atalanta and 
H.M.S. Trepassey. In the last sea battle of the 
Revolution, Barry defeated the H.M.S. Sybil, 
adding this final victory of his list of successes 
in fighting for our young Nation. 

After the Revolution, in 1794, Barry was 
named the senior captain of the U.S. Navy. 
Four years later, President George Washing
ton recognized Barry's enormous contribution 
to our independence, appointing him com
modore. He served as the head of the U.S. 
Navy until his death, on September 12, 1803. 

Commodore Barry's distinguished service to 
our country reminds us of the challenges that 
we, as a young nation, faced during our strug
gle for independence. Now, as we approach 
the 21st century, we should reflect back upon 
the heros of our past, to remind ourselves of 
their efforts to improve our great Nation. By 
following their example, we can prosper in this 
new era. Indeed, we face a promising future if 
we conduct ourselves with the same honor, 
courage, and dedication as did Commodore 
John Barry. 

HUMAN RIGHTS ACTIVIST 
ABDUCTED IN INDIA 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, once 
again the Indian Government has shown its . 
blatant disrespect for basic human rights. On 
September 6, 1995, Mr. Jaswant Singh 
Khalra, the general secretary of the Human 
Rights Wing [Shiromani Akali Dal] was wash
ing his car in front of his house in Amritsar, 
Punjab, when he was taken away by police in 
a van. The police have refused to reveal Mr. 
Khalra's whereabouts. He has not been 
brought before a magistrate. Amnesty Inter
national has expressed fear that he may be 
tortured. 

Mr. Khalra had been instrumental in expos
ing the fact that 25,000 Sikhs have been cre
mated in Punjab, Khalistan, and then listed as 
unidentified while their families continue to 
await any word about them. Some of my col
leagues and I have brought these cremations 
to the attention of this House previously. They 
are being done to destroy evidence of a cam
paign of extrajudicial killings in Punjab. 

The superintendent of police in the Tarn 
Taran district of Punjab, Khalistan, has been 
quoted as saying "We have made 25,000 dis
appear. It is easy to make one more dis
appear." According to Amnesty International, 
this threat was made shortly after Mr. Khalra 
filed a petition in court on behalf of the cre
mated Sikhs. This is not an idle threat. The In
dian regime is quite capable of making Mr. 
Khalra disappear without a trace. 

Mr. Khalra's "disappearance" appears to be 
part of a pattern of increased repression insti
tuted by the Indian Government in the wake of 
the assassination of Punjab Chief Minister 
Beant Singh. According to newspaper reports 
and Sikh leader Simranjit Singh Mann, who 
has himself been a victim of the regime's re
pression, both the central government and the 
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state government of Punjab have resorted to 
mass arrests in the wake of the assassination. 
But Mr. Mann warned that this repression will 
be counterproductive, and he is correct. An
other wave of massive human rights violations 
against the Sikh people will only produce more 
suffering and more hatred. 

Amnesty International has issued an urgent 
action bulletin seeking an independent and im
partial inquiry to establish Mr. Khalra's where
abouts and assurances that, if in police cus
tody, he be allowed immediate access to law
yers and relatives and be promptly brought 
before a magistrate. If India is the democracy 
it claims to be, these actions are the least the 
regime can do. 

Since 1984, the Indian regime has report
edly killed more than 120,000 Sikhs. In addi
tion, the regime has killed over 150,000 Chris
tians in Nagaland since 1947, over 43,000 
Kashmiri Muslims since 1988, tens of thou
sands of Assamese, Manipuris, and others, 
and thousands of Dalits, or black untouch
ables. The State Department reported in its 
country report for 1994 that between 1991 and 
1993, the regime paid over 41,000 cash boun
ties to police officers for killing Sikhs. Mr. 
Khalra's disappearance is part of a pattern of 
repression that belies India's claim to be a de
mocracy. 

In the face of this kind of repression, lead
ers of the Sikh Nation declared independence 
on October 7, 1987, claiming a separate, sov
ereign country of Khalistan. India's brutal oc
cupation of Khalistan has only led to continued 
bloodshed and repression. That serves no
body's interest. Mr. Khalra's disappearance 
demonstrates yet again that the Indian Gov
ernment has not done anything to bring the 
human rights abuses to a stop. Only when the 
repression and bloodshed end can peace, 
prosperity, and stability be restored to the In
dian subcontinent. I urge the Indian regime to 
release Jaswant Singh Khalra and all other 
political prisoners. 

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AR-
LINGTON CELEBRATES 100 
YEARS 

HON. MARTIN FROST 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the University of 
Texas at Arlington, which is in the 24th Con
gressional District of Texas, celebrates its 
1 OOth anniversary this year. I'm very proud to 
represent such a distinguished institution and 
over the years have formed strong friendships 
with many of the fine people who work there. 
I have always been struck by the level of com
mitment of excellence at UTA. Over the years, 
this institution has grown from a junior college 
to university which now offers 55 bacca
laureate, 60 masters, and 19 doctoral de
grees. UTA is now the second-largest institu
tion within the University of Texas system, 
with a student enrollment of over 22,000. 

UTA, located in the heart of the city of Ar
lington, is an integral part of the community, 
contributing vast resources to all citizens of 
Arlington. 
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This level of excellence which has brought 

the university to this centennial celebration will 
guide it into the 21st century. Top scholars 
from around the country have come to UTA 
because of its national and international rep
utation. Faculty at UTA have always been 
committed to teaching excellence and foster
ing student achievement and have excelled at 
accommodating the returning student, who is 
starting a new career or building on his current 
one. This environment is imperative for univer
sities in today's world. 

I look forward to working with UTA in the fu
ture, and again congratulate the university 
upon this occasion. 

THE CASE FOR AFFIRMATIVE AC
TION FROM ONE WHO HAS BEEN 
THERE 

HON. F.STEBAN EDWARD TORRES 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to place in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD an article that was sent to me 
by Harriet Blair of Montebello, CA. 

Harriet Blair has been involved in commu
nity affairs in southern California for many 
years and knows the valuable role affirmative 
action has played in our society. 

She has asked me to share with my col
leagues an open letter written by Prof. Dave 
Malcolm to the five Supreme Court Justices 
who voted to place serious limitations on af
firmative action. I believe Mr. Malcolm's open 
letter on the subject of affirmative action 
should be given strong consideration by my 
colleagues in the House of Representatives, 
and I am happy to place it in the RECORD at 
this time. 

AN OPEN LE'ITER TO FIVE JUSTICES 
GENTLEPERSONS: On Monday, June 12, 1995, 

at 10:50 a.m. I left the office of my cardiolo
gist having just been informed that my aor
tic valve implant was "leaking" and that re
placement surgery would be required some
time within the next three to six months. 

At 10:55 a.m., same date, I heard on the 
radio in my car about two new Supreme 
Court 5-4 decisions, each apparently placing 
serious additional limitations on programs 
of affirmative action. I drove homeward, 
feeling sick at heart-not from feelings of 
anxiety about my imminent open-heart sur
gery but from feelings of dismay at the di
rection in which my country seems to be 
moving, especially in regard to affirmative 
action. 

You see, I know a lot about Affirmative 
Action. I count myself an expert on the sub
ject. After all, I have benefited from it all 
my life. That is because I am white, I am 
male, I am Anglo and I am Protestant. We 
male WASPs have had a great informal af
firmative action program going for decades, 
maybe centuries. I'm not speaking only of 
the way our "old boy networks" help people 
like me get into the right colleges or get jobs 
or get promotions. That's only the surface. 
Underneath, our real affirmative action is 
much more than this, much more than just a 
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few direct interventions at key moments in 
life. The real affirmative action is also indi
rect and at work twenty-four hours a day, 
seven days a week, year in and year out. Be
cause it is informal and indirect, we tend to 
forget or deny just how all-important and 
all-pervasive it really is. 

However, far be it from me to put the di
rect "old boy" surface stuff down. I was ad
mitted without difficulty to the ivy league 
college my father had attended. This was 
back in the days when the only quotas were 
quotas to keep certain people out, not to 
help them get in. There were no limits on 
reasonably bright kids like me-the admis
sions people spoke of the children of alumni 
as "legacies", but whether this was because 
the college was inheriting us as students or 
because the college hoped to inherit money 
from our families, I was never quite sure. I 
got a teaching job right out of college in the 
heart of the depression-my father was a 
school superintendent well liked among his 
colleagues. After World War II, when I be
came a university professor, I received pro
motion and tenure in minimum time, more 
quickly than many of my women colleagues. 
Of course, the decision makers knew me bet
ter-I was part of the monthly poker group 
and played golf every Friday afternoon. Yes, 
direct affirmative action, direct prefential 
treatment because of my gender and my 
color and good connections has been good to 
me, there is no question about that. 

But, like other white males, I have bene
fited less obviously but far more signifi
cantly from indirect unequal or preferential 
treatment based on color or gender or na
tionality or religion or some combination 
thereof. This indirect aspect of informal af
firmative action is subtler and less visible 
even though it is the really big one and it be
gins practically from birth. Indirect affirma
tive action is at work to greater or lesser de
gree on behalf of virtually all white males, 
whether one is aware of it or not. Indirect af
firmative action is what didn't happen to 
me, the destructive, painful stuff that I 
didn't have to endure that so many other 
folks did. Real early in life I knew that boys 
were more important than girls-and so did 
the girls. I never have had to endure the pain 
of having any of my kids come home crying 
and asking "Daddy, why can't I be white?" 
Only quite late in my life did I discover how 
frequently young black or brown parents 
have to live with this pain. 

I never have had to worry about whether 
my skin color was light enough or dark 
enough. My only concern about my skin has 
been not to get too badly sunburned the first 
hot day each summer and not to get skin 
cancer from too much exposure. For two of 
my long-time colleagues and closest per
sonal friends, it has been a very different 
story. Raymond was the lightest skinned 
member of his family. He recalls that he was 
the only one who could get his hair cut down 
town-but the family had to drop him off a 
block away from the barber shop. He once 
told me that he had probably spent more 
time worrying about his light skin than any 
other one thing in life. Would his fellow Afri
can-Americans think he was black enough? 
When whites thought he was East Indian or 
South American, should he let them think 
so? Maria had the opposite problem. As a 
child, she was called "la prieta" ("the little 
dark one"). Even though she knew the di
minutive was a mark of affection, she still 
was aware that the label was no compliment. 
When she became a young woman, well-
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meaning whites told her "You don't look 
Mexican", meaning that she looked more 
Spanish and hence almost white. The mes
sage always hurt deeply-not simply because 
the speakers personally so clearly believed 
that there was something inferior about 
being Mexican but also because they had 
unhesitatingly assumed that she did too and 
hence would consider such a statement to be 
a compliment. 

I never have had to endure "what-is-he
doing-here?" looks any time I walked along 
a residential street in a suburban area. I 
have not had to notice white women clutch
ing their purses more tightly when they 
meet me walking along the street. I never 
have seen the "For Rent" or "For Sale" 
signs figuratively snatched out of the win
dow as I walked up to the front door. I can
not even begin to imagine the barrage of in
sults, large and small, that send a five- or 
six-year-old running tearfully home to ask 
Mommy or Daddy "Why can't I be white?" 

Out of the dozens of times I have crossed 
the border from Tijuana to San Diego, the 
one time I was pulled over to have my car in
spected was when returning with Raymond 
and another African-American male as pas
sengers. I was furious, but they restrained 
me-assuring me it was no big deal, that it 
happened to them all the time. That day I 
got some small sense of the rage and fury 
and helplessness and frustration that persons 
different from me experience daily and are 
forced to smother, to hold bottled up churn
ing around furiously somewhere deep inside. 

I have never been so bombarded by nega
tive messages that I began to internalize 
them, to half-way suspect they might in part 
be true. I have never had to try to partici
pate in class, all the while holding my anger 
tightly inside lest it explode. As a profes
sional person, I've never had to carry the 
burden of knowing that the slightest mis
pronunciation or grammatical error on my 
part will be seized upon by. some people as 
validation of their negative stereotypes, not 
only about me but also about my people. But 
entire populations of my potential competi
tors have labored and still are laboring under 
disadvantages of this very sort as they com
pete with me. This is white male "affirma
tive action" at its most effective-the flip 
side of destructive life-long bombardment by 
negative messages. [White women benefit at 
the expense of their darker-skinned sisters 
from the very same processes that put them 
at disadvantage compared to white males!] 

Yes, affirmative action for some folks re
mains alive and well and unthreatened by 
court decisions. I ought to know. All my life 
I have been an indirect beneficiary because 
indirect affirmative action has been so effec
tive at crippling or eliminating so many of 
those who might have been my competitors. 
As a white male, I never have had to com
pete with them on a level playing field. 

The promise of the American dream is a 
society which is color-fair, not color-blind. 
Formal affirmative action programs play a 
dual role. They make the playing fields a bit 
more level and they remind us that we still 
have far to go. It is no solution for society to 
trash its current formal efforts to make op
portunity a little more equal as long as so 
many powerful informal barriers to equality 
of opportunity still persist. 

Think about it. 
DAVE MALCOLM, 

San Diego, California. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE LATE CELIA 

HARE MARTIN 

HON. E de la GARZA 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, this past 
weekend my longtime previous administrative 
assistant, Celia Hare Martin, passed away. I 
was deeply saddened to hear this news as I 
know those of you who knew Celia will be too. 

In a city where this word is all too loosely 
used, Celia Hare Martin was an institution. For 
over 40 years she helped to grease the 
wheels here in Congress and to make things 
run smoothly and more efficiently. 

She first came to Congress in 1948 when 
she was employed by then Congressman 
Lloyd Bentsen, Jr. as his secretary-the top 
staff position at that time. When Lloyd Bentsen 
retired, she stayed on with his successor, Joe 
M. Kilgore, in that same position. When I was 
elected and came to Congress in January of 
1965 I was fortunate to inherit her as my ad
ministrative assistant. She worked here when 
former President Gerald Ford was a neighbor 
just down the hall, and when an energetic 
young Congressman named Jack Kennedy 
greeted her in passing each day. These were 
the days when dictaphones and typewriters 
were hi-tech. They were very special times. 

Anyone who knew Celia knows how witty, 
energetic and intelligent she was. She thor
oughly understood the legislative process and 
the workings of this institution, and she met 
every challenge head on. In fact, the motto by 
which she operated was that the impossible 
only takes a bit longer to achieve. When Celia 
took on a task that usually proved to be true. 
It is the standard she set for my office-an ad
mirable goal indeed, and one which we have 
always sought to live up to. 

She was above all a woman who knew how 
to get things done, who never accepted the 
mediocre and who always believed that we 
were all here to serve and to make a dif
ference. That is exactly what Celia did. As my 
administrative assistant she made a difference 
in the quality of life in the 15th District of 
Texas which I am privileged to represent. To 
my constituency back home Celia was known . 
as "our lady in Washington." She lived up to 
that title and more. 

Celia Hare Martin truly was a maverick in 
her time, and I should add a local legend by 
virtue of the fact that she has had the longest 
tenure of any employee in one congressional 
office. As far as I am concerned there has 
never been anyone like her and there never 
will be again. She is going to be greatly 
missed. 

HONORING JOE ALEXANDER 

HON. JAMFS P. MORAN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESEN'rATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to one of the Nation's best known 
and most revered public transportation profes-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

sionals, who is retiring after 25 years of serv
ice. Joe Alexander resigned from the Wash
ington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
Board of Directors on June 26, 1995. The 
Metro Board will honor him for his quarter cen
tury of service to Metro and the transit industry 
at a reception on September 15, 1995. 

Joe Alexander is synonomous with the plan
ning, financing, and construction of the 103-
mile Metrorail system. He was appointed to 
the Metro Board in 1971 and assumed a lead
ership role in persuading the citizens of Fair
fax County to approve bonds to finance their 
share of the Metrorail system. He went on to 
become chairman of the Metro Board four 
times: 1975, 1981, 1987, and 1993. But those 
titles only scratch the surface of his achieve
ments. 

On his watch, the Metrorail system took 
shape: the initial opening of service on the 
Red Line from Farragut North to Union Station 
(1976), followed by the Blue Line from Sta
dium-Armory to National Airport (1977); the 
Orange Line from Rosslyn to Ballston (1979); 
the Yellow Line from Gallery Place to the Pen
tagon (1983); the Blue Line from National Air
port to Huntington (1983); the Orange Line 
from Ballston to Vienna (1986); and the Green 
Line from Ft. Totten to Greenbelt (1993). The 
Metrorail system now encompasses 89.5 miles 
and 74 stations and will add 3.3 miles and the 
Franconia-Springfield Station in 1997. This fa
cility will add the last planned station in Fairfax 
County and the Commonwealth of Virginia, a 
3,600-space parking garage and the only Met
rorail station in Joe Alexander's magisterial 
district. Joe Alexander made sure his job was 
complete before he decided to move on. 

Metrorail has earned the nickname "Ameri
ca's Subway" for its unparallelled design, con
venience, and the highest cost recovery ratio 
of any heavy rail system in the Nation-71 
percent. Over 500,000 trips per day, including 
many Members of Congress, staff and most 
importantly our constituents, are taken on Met
rorail. It represents among the highest level of 
accomplishment to which elected officials can 
aspire and is embodied by the career of Joe 
Alexander. 

Joe Alexander was not content, however, to 
confine his activities in the transit industry to 
Metro. He was a founding member of the 
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission 
[NVTC] in 1964. NVTC consists of the cities of 
Alexandria, Fairfax, and Falls Church and the 
counties of Arlington, Fairfax, and Loudoun 
and is responsible for coordinating the finan
cial and service plans of these localities who 
are included in the Metro service area. He 
served as chairman of NVTC in 1970, 1971 
and 1972. His chairmanship was highlighted 
by NVTC's receipt of the Shirley Highway 
Demonstration Project grant from U.S. DOT in 
1971. This project was the first of its kind in 
the Nation to demonstrate the enormous ben
efits of express bus service on grade-sepa
rated high-occupancy-vehicle lanes and is now 
a common transportation demand manage
ment strategy in metropolitan areas around 
the country. 

In 1974, Joe Alexander was among the re
gional leaders to organize and implement the 
takeover of four private bus companies to form 
the Metrobus system. The Metro board ac
quired 600 new buses, restructured routes and 
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fares and delivered great improvements for 
the regional bus system in a few short years. 

Joe Alexander was a major player at the 
State level, also. He served as chairman of 
the Virginia Association of Public Transit Offi
cials [V APTO] for 4 years. His tenure was 
highlighted by the VAPTO-created Common
wealth Mass Transit Fund at the 1986 Virginia 
General Assembly. This fund guarantees 
mass transit a fixed percentage of the Trans
portation Trust Fund and for the first time cre
ated a stable and reliable source of State 
funds for Metro and transit systems throughout 
Virginia. 

Joe Alexander did not stop there. He has 
been very active at the American Public Tran
sit Association [APT A], serving as chairman 
from 1982 to 1984. There is no person in this 
country who knows, has worked with or enjoys 
the respect of as many people in the transit in
dustry as Joe Alexander. 

And if all of this is not enough, Joe Alexan
der will finish out his term on the Fairfax 
County Board of Supervisors in January, 
1996, after serving 32 years as supervisor of 
Lee District. When Joe Alexander took office 
in Fairfax, the beltway did not exist and Fair
fax had more cows than people. Today, Fair
fax is approaching 1 million in population and 
is the home of one of the highest-rated public 
education systems and high-technology busi
ness sectors in the country. 

Joe Alexander is an icon in the transit in
dustry locally and nationally. His service has 
been marked by dedication; a commitment to 
excellence; and an unswerving determination 
to achieve the highest goals for public transit 
and government service. We recently cele
brated the lifelong achievement of Cal Ripken, 
Jr. as he broke Lou Gehrig's record for con
secutive games played in Major League Base
ball. Joe Alexander's lifetime record in the 
transit field is no less worthy of the same rec
ognition accorded Cal Ripken. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues join me 
in honoring Joe Alexander for his many years 
of service and contributions to the transit in
dustry. We wish him and his family continued 
success in the years ahead. 

A TRIBUTE TO JACK STONE, 
AGRICULTURALIST OF THE YEAR 

HON. CALVIN M. DOOLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise before my 
colleagues today to pay a special tribute to 
Jack Stone, a fellow Kings County farmer and 
rancher who has been honored by his commu
nity. 

A true pioneer of the San Joaquin Valley's 
west side, Jack is an especially appropriate 
choice as the first ever Lemoore Chamber of 
Commerce Agriculturalist of the year. Before 
World War II, Jack began farming land on the 
westside, growing grain and cotton. In those 
days his land was irrigated with well water 
pumped from underground. 

With construction of the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley Project in 1968, Jack and his 
fellow west side farmers realized a life-long 
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dream of bringing fresh surface water to their 
farms. That change helped transform the west 
side into one of the most productive agricul
tural regions in the Nation. But this trans
formation could not have been possible with
out the farsighted and stubborn commitment of 
farmers like Jack Stone. 

As one of the visionaries who helped make 
the VCP a reality, Jack was appointed to the 
Wetlands Water District Board of directors in 
1972, and was elected president 4 years later. 
He led the district through years of significant 
change, including two sever droughts, the 
Reclamation Reform Act of 1982, the 
Kesterson Reservoir controversy, and the CVP 
Improvement Act of 1992. 

Jack also has served on the boards of more 
than 20 community, farm, academic, and 
water-related organizations. He is past chair
man of its producers steering committee; a 
past member of the International Cotton Advi
sory Committee; and past president of the 
Western Cotton Growers Association. 

He was the Irrigation lnstitute's Man of the 
Year in 1989; was inducted into the Cotton 
Hall of Fame in 1992; and is an active mem
ber of the Kings Country sheriff's posse. 

Jack Stone is a dedicated valley and west 
side resident who has played a significant role 
in the development of Kings County agri
culture. I applaud the Lemoore Chamber of 
Commerce for Recognizing his contributions. 

DEFICIT REDUCTION 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
September 13, 1995, into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

REDUCING THE DEFICIT 

In recent years significant progress has 
been made in reducing the federal budget 
deficit. When President Clinton took office 
the deficit was at an all-time high of $290 bil
lion and projected to continue to rise. But 
because of the 1993 deficit reduction package 
approved by Congress and a stronger than 
expected recovery for the economy, the defi
cit has been steadily falling. Last year it was 
down to $203 billion and this year will be $161 
billion. Because the U.S. economy has been 
steadily growing, the deficit is now smaller 
relative to the size of the economy than at 
any time since the 1970s. 

Despite this, the central issue in Congress 
for the rest of the year will be making fur
ther progress on the budget deficit. The rea
sons are that the country is focused on defi
cit reduction as a national goal and that 
without additional steps the deficit will rise 
again, driven largely by increasing federal 
health care expenditures. Within two years 
the deficit could again be over $200 billion. 

BALANCING THE BUDGET 

The more the government borrows to meet 
its debts, the less is available for productive 
investment, both private and public, and the 
more we pass the burden on to our children. 
Earlier this year Congress passed a plan de
veloped by the congressional leadership to 
balance the budget in seven years. I sup
ported a similar seven-year plan, as well as a 
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balanced budget amendment to help force 
Congress to stick to the plan. President Clin
ton proposed a plan that would balance the 
budget in ten years. 

It is questionable how much difference it 
makes whether we balance the budget by 
2002 or by 2005. After several years of steady 
decline, the deficit between 2002 and 2005 
would be so small that it may be viewed as 
insignificant in an economy as large as ours. 
What is important is to have a credible com
mitment by Congress to put into place a 
mechanism t:Cat will control spending and 
make sure that the actual deficits are on a 
glide path towards zero. The debate will con
tinue over balancing the budget in seven 
years versus ten years. A bipartisan budget 
will probably have to be reached that sets a 
date somewhere in between. 

ECONOMIC PROJECTS 

One major question in the budget debate is 
the credibility of economic projections. Ev
erybody attacks the other person's forecast 
of revenue and economic growth. Minor dif
ferences in assumptions can over the years 
magnify into huge differences in the pro
jected deficit. All long-term projections 
about economic growth and revenues are 
highly suspect and cannot be made with any 
precision. Generally, since deficits almost al
ways turn out to be higher than forecast, my 
inclination is to take the more conservative 
estimates. 

Tremendous pressure is placed on those 
who make economic and budget projections. 
For example, the new congressional leader
ship has been pushing the Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) to adopt "dynamic" 
methods, of calculating the effects of their 
policies, so that their proposed tax cuts and 
spending reductions would boost projected 
economic growth beyond the estimates of 
most economists. But CBO has a reputation 
for independence, and has not always been 
cooperative. Last year for example, CBO 
dealt a crippling blow to President Clinton's 
health care reform plan by concluding that 
it would produce far smaller savings than 
the President had claimed. It recently 
warned the new congressional leadership 
that their proposal for moving millions of 
Medicare recipients from a fee-for-service 
system to managed health care would likely 
not save nearly as much moneys as the lead
ership wanted. That could undermine their 
efforts to balance the budget or to deliver a 
big tax cut. 

ECONOMIC GROWTH 

The primary goal of deficit reduction is to 
help create an economy that has strong in
vestments, creates jobs, has a sound dollar, 
and has low inflation. That is why it is im
portant not only that we balance the budget 
but how we balance it. We should not gut the 
very programs that help improve our long
term economic outlook-including education 
and training, research, and roads and 
bridges. 

It is disturbing that the economic projec
tions made in the budget provide only mod
est growth for the rest of the decade. Much 
more attention has to be directed towards 
what is an acceptable rate of growth for the 
country and what kinds of investments are 
needed in order to get that growth. Although 
the principle of balancing the budget has 
been adopted by almost everybody, the more 
fundamental questions about the economy 
have gotten much less attention and need to 
be addressed. How do we get more growth in 
the economy? How do we ensure that the 
benefits of growth are felt more broadly in 
our society? 
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TAX CUT 

I also believe that 'there should not be a 
tax cut at this time. The reason the new con
gressional leadership has had to propose such 
deep cuts in health care and other programs 
is because of the huge tax breaks they have 
proposed, and because they are working with 
less than half of the budget. They have ex
cluded defense, social security, and interest 
on the debt. Their efforts have been to cut 
the programs for the poor and lower-income 
working families. Savings can certainly be 
had there, but nowhere near the savings the 
budget resolution suggests without greatly 
adding to the burden of people of modest in
come. 

The fact is that the tax cut is simply too 
large for·too many who do not need it. Tax 
breaks should wait until spending cuts have 
achieved a balanced budget. And we should 
broaden the base of deficit reduction-for ex
ample, cutting corporate welfare and looking 
for "frauds, waste, and abuse" also in Penta
gon programs. 

OMNIBUS BILL 

The next few weeks will be very confusing. 
The congressional leadership will be bringing 
up most of the cuts to balance the budget in 
one mammoth bill, far bigger than anything 
that has ever been seen in Congress. It will 
include a rewrite of federal farm programs, 
an overhaul of Medicare, welfare reform, 
major changes in student loans and trade 
programs, among other things. Members will 
not be told the contents of the bill until a 
day or so before the final vote occurs, and 
will have very limited opportunities to im
prove the package on the floor. We need to 
take serious steps to balance the budget, but 
we need to think through the changes we are 
making. Poorly thought out policies could be 
very costly in the long run. 

BALANCING THE BUDGET 

HON. RON PACKARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take a moment to commend my colleagues 
here in the Republican led 104th Congress for 
a most remarkable job over the past several 
months. We have accomplished many historic 
changes and the ball is still rolling. 

Last November, Republicans promised the 
American people they would balance the 
budget and we are well on our way. We start
ed out on the right foot by reducing our own 
budget by $207 million. The legislative branch 
appropriations bill which I authored will make 
many internal reforms, including cutting the 
number of congressional staff and eliminating 
duplicative bureaucracies. 

Mr. Speaker, the future looks even brighter. 
Over the coming months we will have the op
portunity to pass major legislation that will en
able us to keep our promise of a balanced 
budget. We will not only save, but strengthen 
Medicare. We will change the welfare system 
so that it emphasizes work, family, and per
sonal responsibility, and we will provide tax re
lief for American families. 

This is an ambitious agenda, but we have 
an obligation to the American people and the 
generations to come. I strongly urge my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle and the 
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President to do their part to help and not 
stand in the way of reform mandated by the 
voters last November. 

ADHIAMBO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

HON.BENNIEG. THOMPSON 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great joy and admiration that I salute the fac
ulty, staff, parents, students, and friends of 
Adhiambo School in Jackson, MS. Adhiambo 
which was founded in 1979 is a refreshing al
ternative to the traditional American school 
system. The school curriculum is aimed to 
perpetuate moral attitudes and values by de
veloping children's personalities and char
acters and instilling brotherliness, kindliness 
and charity. The school provides a nurturing 
environment while offering a challenging cur
riculum. During a time when so many negative 
forces plague our communities, Adhiambo mo
tivates our children through positive cultural 
images and experiences. 

It is rewarding to recognize a success story 
in the educational system when so many 
school systems are in decay. Today there are 
a tremendous number of children in the Nation 
who do not have the basic tools needed to 
learn and are not motivated to learn. 
Adhiambo's students are an exception and 
they are worthy of praise. Even more astound
ing is the fact that on December 5, 1994, the 
building which housed Adhiambo was com
pletely burned down, yet the spirits of the stu
dents and staff persevered. On June 27, 1995, 
Adhiambo moved into its new home and all 
studies have resumed. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF TRADE 
ESTABLISHMENT ACT 

HON. TOBY ROTH 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, today I have intro
duced the Department of Trade Establishment 
Act. 

The idea of creating a Trade Department is 
not new. In fact, some of us have been work
ing for years for a fundamental re-organization 
of our trade agencies. My own work on this 
issue began some 12 years ago. 

Our deepening trade deficit makes this 
issue urgent. Last year, we had a $166 billion 
merchandise trade deficit-the worst in our 
history. But this year, the merchandise deficit 
is headed toward $200 billion, $40 billion 
worse than last year. Yet, our economy has 
just been judged the most efficient in the 
world. Clearly, our current trade programs are 
inadequate. 

The weakness of our current trade organiza
tion is also reflected in the fact that exports 
account for barely 1 O percent of our gross do
mestic product, lower than any of our major 
competitors. As our domestic economy ma
tures and slows down, exports will be crucial 
to our future economic growth and strength. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

What we need is an across-the-board, gov
ernment-wide consolidation and strengthening 
of our trade functions. We are spending about 
$3 billion on 150 trade programs, spread 
among some two dozen trade agencies. As 
GAO testified before my Subcommittee on 
International Economic Policy and Trade last 
week, these trade functions are scattered, du
plicated and uncoordinated. The result is inad
equate to assist our exporters in today's global 
markets. Moreover, it is too costly. 

By contrast, our major trade competitors
Japan, Germany, France, and Korea-all have 
fully coordinated and streamlined trade min
istries. 

Establishing a Trade Department is the right 
course, for three reasons. First, it would as
sure a government-wide consolidation of trade 
functions. Second, it would make our trade 
programs consistent and coherent. Third, it 
would give trade issues the proper attention 
and priority within our own Government and in 
our relations with other nations. 

Mr. Speaker, included with this statement is 
a brief summary of my bill. A section-by-sec
tion analysis is available in the office of the 
Subcommittee on International Economic Pol
icy and Trade, room B-359 Rayburn. In my 
judgment, this is the right framework to lead 
us into the 21st century as the most competi
tive trading nation in the world. 
BRIEF SUMMARY DEPARTMENT OF TRADE ES

TABLISHMENT ACT INTRODUCED BY CON
GRESSMAN TOBY ROTH 

The Act establishes a Department of Trade 
to provide a streamlined, coordinated and 
more effective trade organization. It consoli
dates some two dozen federal trade agencies 
and some 150 separate programs into a cohe
sive and less costly structure. 

KEY PROVISIONS 

(1) The Act establishes a Department of 
Trade and transfers the existing trade-relat
ed functions of the Commerce Department to 
the new department. 

Included are all the functions of the Inter
national Trade Administration, the Bureau 
of Export Administration and the Office of 
International Economic Policy. 

(2) The new Secretary of Trade is the 
President's chief trade policy-maker and co
ordinator of the federal government's trade
related activities. 

The Secretary chairs both of the key inter
agency trade committees (the Trade Policy 
Committee and the Trade Promotion Coordi
nating Committee), and serves as Chairman 
of the Board of both the Export-Import Bank 
and the Overseas Private Investment Cor
poration (OPIC). 

(3) The U.S. Trade Representative is re
tained as the chief trade negotiator, in the 
Executive Office of the President. 

The Trade Representative reports to the 
President and functions under the policy 
guidance of the President and the Trade Sec
retary. 

Responsibility for administering trade 
sanctions, including the Section 301 pro
gram, is transferred to the Department of 
Trade. 

(4) The President is required to transfer 
and consolidate all non-agricultural trade 
promotion functions from other departments 
and agencies into the Trade Department. 

(5) After the government-wide consolida
tion, the President is required to reduce 
overall spending on the consolidated func
tions by 25 percent from the overall level of 
the previously unconsolidated functions. 
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HONORING A DELEGATION FROM 

THE NATIONAL ASSEMBLY OF 
PAKISTAN 

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, last week 
marked the first time a bipartisan delegation of 
legislators from Pakistan headed by the Na
tional Assembly's Speaker has called on us in 
Washington. 

It was my privilege to meet with these distin
guished officials on September 7 and I know 
that several other colleagues have had the op
portunity to meet them, as well. 

The delegation included the Speaker of the 
National Assembly, the Honorable Yousuf 
Raza Gilani, as well as the Honorable Kazi 
Asad Abid, the Honorable ljaz-Ul-Haq, the 
Honorable Naveed Qamar, the Honorable 
Junaid Iqbal, and the Honorable Abdul Rauf 
Khan Lughmani, who are members of the Na
tional Assembly. 

They have been accompanied by Pakistan's 
Ambassador to the United States, the Honor
able Dr. Maleeha Lodhi, and distinguished 
Pakistani-Americans Dr. Murtaza Arain and 
Dr. lkram Khan. 

Mr. Speaker, our two nations-the United 
States and Pakistan-share several important 
issues of mutual concern, and it is my hope 
and belief that this visit will help to move us 
forward. 

Pakistan is a strong ally of ours. When the 
community of nations has called, Pakistan has 
responded in Somalia, in Bosnia, in Cam
bodia, in the Persian Gulf, and in Afghanistan. 
That is why building these bridges is so impor
tant. 

I look forward to working with these distin
guished Pakistani officials and my colleagues 
in attempting to achieve more fairness in our 
policy toward Pakistan and addressing the crit
ical issue of Kashmir. 

Mr. Speaker, I extend the warmest welcome 
to our friends from Pakistan and hope that this 
is the first of many more such visits. 

IN APPRECIATION OF CORPORA
TIONS NATIONWIDE WHICH DO
NATED THEIR PLANES, PILOTS, 
AND FUNDS TO THE CESSNA CI
TATION SPECIAL OLYMPICS AIR
LIFT 

HON. NANCY L JOHNSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak
er, I rise today to pay tribute to the more than 
200 corporations that donated planes, pilots, 
and funding for the purpose of flying Special 
Olympians to and from the World Games in 
New Haven, CT on June 30, and July 10, 
1995 respectively. 

This airlift, properly known as the Cessna 
Citation Special Olympics Airlift, was the larg
est peacetime airlift in history. During the airlift 
period, which spanned almost 2 days, more 
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than 400 pilots flew 1,500 athletes in and out 
of Bradley International Airport. The planning 
and preparation for these pilots, the ground 
crew at Bradley International, and the Special 
Olympics travel coordination team was truly 
remarkable. In fact, during the airlift, each cita
tion arrived and departed Bradley International 
within a 10-hour window; that's 600 minutes! 
With 215 citations involved, a take-off or land
ing occurred every 90 seconds. All of this took 
place with normal Bradley air traffic in 
progress. 

Despite obstacles such as stormy weather 
over Pennsylvania and New York, speed regu
lations that restricted airlift arrivals to specific 
time slots, and, in some cases, picking up 
Olympians on airstrips that were closed be
cause of recent flooding, each citation aircraft 
made it safely to and from the world games. 
This is truly a remarkable accomplishment and 
one in which all who were involved should be 
proud. 

The corporations and all who participated in 
this endeavor have given a memorable gift to 
the athletes, their coaches, and families. I feel 
privileged to have witnessed this historic un
dertaking, and I extend my heartfelt apprecia
tion to the corporations, their pilots, and all 
who were willing to volunteer their time, en
ergy, and funding to the world games and the 
spirit it represents. 

THE BICENTENNIAL OF THE PEE 
DEE CONFERENCE OF THE AFRI
CAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL 
ZION CHURCH 

HON. JOHN M. SPRATI, JR. 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I want to recog
nize an event of special importance in my 5th 
Congressional District of South Carolina. On 
October 1, 1995, the Pee Dee Conference of 
the African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church 
in South Carolina will commemorate the bicen
tennial of the African Methodist Episcopal Zion 
Church. 

Nearly 200 years ago, certain individuals 
decided to leave the John Street Methodist 
Church in New York because of discrimination 
and denial of religious liberties. These individ
uals organized what was to become the Afri
can Methodist Episcopal Zion Church. Zion 
was added to their name in 1848 to distin
guish this denomination from other African 
Methodist bodies. The Right Reverend George 
E. Battle, Jr., bishop of the Pee Dee Con
ference, has declared a week of celebration 
for the week of October 1-8, 1995, to com
memorate the founding of their denomination. 

I congratulate the many churches of the Pee 
Dee Conference as they celebrate their 200th 
anniversary and commend them for having 
kept the faith, and morally and spiritually nour
ished individuals and families within their con
gregations, and for having been vital forces in 
their communities. I extend to the Pee Dee 
Conference of the African Methodist Episcopal 
Zion Church my best wishes for their next 
century of service. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

A TRIBUTE TO COL. CHRISTOPHER 
RUSSO 

HON. VIC FAZIO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speaker, Mr. 
MATSUI and I rise today to pay tribute to Col. 
Christopher F. Russo, who is retiring his com
mand of the 17th Air Base Wing, Sacramento 
Air Logistics Center, McClellan Air Force 
Base, CA. 

Colonel Russo graduated from Syracuse 
University in 1965. He was commissioned as 
a second lieutenant through the Air Force Re
serve Officer Training Corps programs that 
fall, and received his pilot wings from Moody 
Air Force Base, GA the following year. 

Colonel Russo was deployed to Cam Ranh 
Bay Air Base, in Vietnam. After his combat 
tour, he was an instructor at Vance Air Force 
Base, OK. In 1972, he was assi.gned to Nellis 
Air Force Base, NV, for his training in the F-
111A, and then deployed to Takhli Royal Thai 
Air Base, .Thailand, where he completed an
other combat tour. During his tour at Takhli, 
he became the first aircraft commander to 
complete 1 00 combat missions in the F-111 , 
a record he still holds. 

Colonel Russo is a command pilot with 
more than 4,500 hours flying time. He has 
flown 250 combat missions, with over 500 
hours of combat and combat support time. His 
military awards and decorations include the 
Distinguished Flying Cross with one oak leaf 
cluster, the Air Medal, Republic of Korea Gal
lantry Cross, Air Force Outstanding Unit 
Award with seven oak leaf clusters, and the 
Combat Readiness Medal. He holds a -mas
ter's degree in the International Relations from 
Troy State University, AL, and is an outstand
ing graduate of the Air War College seminar 
program. 

Mr. Speaker, we join his wife Pam and his 
children, Kristen, Jodie, and Nicholas, in wish
ing Colonel Russo a happy and productive re
tirement. 

TRIBUTE TO BEATRIZ VALDEZ ON 
HER RETIREMENT 

HON. FSTEBAN EDWARD TORRFS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a great public servant. Please 
join me in honoring Beatriz Valdez, who has 
earned the gratitude of the citizens of Los An
geles County for her tireless commitment to 
good government. 

Beatriz Valdez, the eldest of eight children 
to Maria Del Rosario and Miguel Valdez, grad
uated from Montebello High School and imme
diately obtained employment with the Los An
geles County Board of Supervisors. Following 
the principles of punctuality and hard work, 
she quickly rose from the ranks of secretarial 
to administrative duties. 
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Mr. Speaker, on July 1, 1957, Ms. Valdez 

began working for the county's Registrar-Re
corders office. In 1975, Ms. Valdez was ap
pointed to the position of Assistant Registrar
Recorder/County Clerk of the Elections Office 
and was responsible for the election functions 
of the department. Her duties included the 
nomination process, formatting the ballot, 
processing absentee voters and campaign 
statements, the official canvass, analyses of 
legislative proposals and public information 
functions. In 1984, she also was assigned to 
oversee the county's 3.6 million voter affidavit 
file and the processing of an initiative, referen
dum, recall and nominating petitions. 

On March 31, 1993, Beatriz Valdez was 
sworn in as Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk 
and assumed the position as head of the larg
est election agency in the United States. She 
is the first Hispanic-American to hold this posi
tion since Ignacio Del Valle in 1850. She is re
sponsible for conducting elections within L.A. 
County for Federal, State, and local offices, 
maintenance of an active voter registration 
program which includes a registration file of 
over 3.6 million and 4,000 voter outreach loca
tions. 

Each year the department provides support 
services for over 200 school, city and special 
district elections. Each major election requires 
the processing of approximately 275,000 voter 
registration forms, 500,000 absent voter re
quests, staffing over 6, 100 precincts and proc
essing over 500,000 petition signatures. Be
yond her electoral duties, she is responsible 
for the recording of property documents within 
L.A. County, maintaining birth, death and mar
riage records, issuing marriage licenses and 
filing fictitious business names. Beatriz Valdez 
directs the annual budget of $60 million, the 
collection of $70 million in revenue and staff 
resources of 700 permanent employees. 

Mr. Speaker, Beatriz Valdez is an extraor
dinary woman who I am proud to count as my 
constituent. The city of Montebello, the State 
and the Nation owe her a debt of gratitude. 
My colleagues in the House of Representa
tives salute her and wish her well in retire
ment. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS OF THE 
MAJORITY WHIP TOM DELAY 

HON. TOM DeLAY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, during consider
ation of the Labor, Health and Human Serv
ices appropriations bill for fiscal year 1996, 
Messrs. ISTOOK, MCINTOSH, and EHRLICH of
fered very important legislation regarding polit
ical advocacy. The amendment was included 
in the committee reported version of the bill. 
The legislative measure was successfully de
fended on the House floor. The amendment to 
strike the provision by Mr. SKAGGS of Colorado 
was defeated with 232 Members voting 
against the amendment to strike. 

In my statement I referred to the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. I stated that organiza
tions from all sides of the political spectrum 
from Act-Up on the left to the U.S. Chamber 
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of Commerce have taken Federal funds and 
have lobbied for more Federal funds. 

It is now my understanding that the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce does not receive Fed
eral funds in any capacity that could be used 
for lobbying purposes. 

In no way was it my intention to paint a pic
ture of the U.S. Chamber taking funds for lob
bying purposes. Quite the contrary is true. The 
U.S. Chamber has played an integral role in 
the revolution that has and continues to take 
place here in Congress. They have been ad
vocates of the Contract With America . and 
many other important pieces of legislation. 
Without their support, I am sure that many of 
the victories we have experienced during the 
first 8 months of this session would not be a 
reality. I want to commend the U.S. Chamber 
for all their hard work and effort and express 
gratitude for their guidance. 

TRIBUTE TO WOMEN'S 
CONFERENCE ATTENDEES 

HON. BARBARA-ROSE COWNS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I 
am very pleased today to pay tribute to 
women around the world, from Africa to China, 
from America to South America, who recently 
attended the women's conference in Beijing. I 
want to pay special tribute to one of my con
stituents, Ms. Maryann Mahaffey, president of 
the Detroit City Council, and one of the partici
pants in this important conference. I want to 
commend Ms. Mahaffey's leadership in this 
historic forum, where women of every eco
nomic and political stature jointed to focus 
world attention on issues that matter most in 
the lives of women and their families. 

Regrettably, I was unable to participate in 
the Beijing conference, but I have every con
fidence that the city of Detroit, where my con
gressional district is located, and the State of 
Michigan, were very ably represented with Ms. 
Mahaffey's superior leadership. 

I want to also commend the extraordinary 
contribution of our First Lady, Mrs. Hillary 
Rodham Clinton, without whom the conference 
would have been tragically incomplete. 

To Mrs. Clinton: Our Nation and our world 
are better indeed for the enormous attention 
and unquestionable commitment that you have 
brought to such basic issues as health care, 
child care, better access to credit, and edu
cational and business opportunities for women 
of all nationalities. Your quiet dignity and gen
uine concern serve as an inspiration to women 
of every community and every background, 
and thanks to your very personal efforts, 
women are being elevated around the world to 
first-class citizenship. 

I applaud the noble commitment of these 
two exceptional women, and their capacity to 
elevate the plight of women to such grand pro
portions. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

CHIEF MINISTER BEANT SINGH-IN 
MEMORIAL 

HON. JIM McDERMOTI 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
call attention to the brutal assassination of 
Chief Minister Beant Singh of Punjab, India. 
Sikh terrorists assassinated Mr. Singh and 15 
of his security officers on August 31, 1995. 

This ghastly act of violence was a very sad 
day for the people of Punjab. Mr. Singh 
worked tirelessly during his 2-year tenure to 
bring the rule of law back to the beleaguered 
Punjabi province. 

Political figures from across the Indian politi
cal spectrum have rallied together to condemn 
this terrorist act. We in the U.S. Congress 
must do the same. 

We are all aware of the reports of the Mem
bers who lend credence to the so-called 
Council of Khalistan. It is intolerable for U.S. 
politicians to support Sikh militancy for the 
sake of domestic politics. 

Mr. Singh was not a man of violence. He 
was, in fact, responsible for the decreased 
level of tension in Punjab over the last few 
years. A great leader and a great statesman, 
Beant Singh was responsible for many social 
programs designed to ameliorate the quality of 
life of his constituents. 

During his term as Chief Minister, some of 
India's largest companies injected more than 
250 billion rupees into Punjab. Mr. Singh's so
cial program agenda was no less industrious. 
He established scholarships for needy stu
dents, increased benefits for the elderly, and 
constructed a better quality of housing 
throughout the entire region. Sikhs and Hindus 
alike in Punjab will suffer equally from the as
sassination of this fine man. 

Mr. Singh's loss will set back prospects for 
peace in Punjab considerably. We can only 
hope that our colleagues will recognize that 
the security problem in Punjab is real. The 
threat from Sikh militants is great, and peace 
will never be achieved through assassination 
and violence. 

BIRTH OF REANNA JEAN MATYAS 

HON. WIWAM 0. LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues the birth of a baby. Reanna Jean 
Matyas was born to Richard and Doreen 
Matyas, who reside in Oak Lawn, IL. 

Reanna Jean Matyas was born at 11 :39 
p.m. on July 1 , 1995. On an occasion such as 
this, I join with the members of the Matyas 
family in wishing the newborn all the best for 
the promising future ahe.ad of her. 

I am sure that my colleagues join me in 
congratulating the proud parents, Richard and 
Doreen, on this most joyous occasion. With 
their newborn baby, their life together will no 
doubt continue to be an adventure. May this 
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blessed addition to their lives bring them much 
happiness in the years to come. 

TRIBUTE TO THE MIDDLETOWN, 
NJ, POST 2179, VFW & LADIES 
AUXILIARY 

HON.FRANKPAI!ONE,JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 
September 15, 1995, the Middletown, NJ, Post 
2179 of the Veterans of Foreign Wars and La
dies Auxiliary will hold its 13th annual candle
light service in memory of America's prisoners 
of wars and missing in action. 

Mr. Speaker, the vast majority of the Amer
ican people believe that we must never forget 
our servicemen and women whose where
abouts remain unknown or unaccounted for. 
While our hearts go out to families whose 
loved ones have died in the service of our 
country, the families of POW's and MIA's do 
not even have the consolation of having said 
goodbye to their loved ones. These families 
live in anxiety and dread. We cannot even 
imagine what horrors the POW's and MIA's 
have endured-and, in some cases, may still 
be enduring. 

Our Nation has now reopened diplomatic 
and economic relations with Vietnam. This de
cision caused pain for many veterans of the 
Vietnam war and their families. I disagreed 
with this decision, but now it is time for us to 
use our new relationship with Vietnam to force 
a resolution of the POW/MIA question. Our 
diplomats must never let up or let their Viet
namese counterparts off the hook until we get 
a full accounting of the fate of those Ameri
cans who served in Vietnam and whose fate 
remains unresolved. There is compelling evi
dence that at least 80, and possibly many 
more Americans could have been left behind 
in 1973 when their comrades in arms-sup
posedly all of our prisoners-came home. 

The same holds true for Russia and other 
nations with which we now have expanded re
lations since the end of the cold war. There 
are indications that American prisoners from 
Vietnam and Korea were kept in the Soviet 
Union. Some of these cases have finally been 
resolved, but there is a great deal more work 
to do. Since Russia clearly needs our help 
and support, we should insist on getting some
thing back from them. We also need to keep 
the pressure on our own Government to make 
sure that all relevant documentation is made 
available to families and others concerned 
with the fate of the prisoners and the missing. 

Mr. Speaker, the members of the Middle
town VFW and Ladies Auxiliary, like their 
counterparts across the country, provide a 
great public service by fighting to keep alive 
the memory of their missing comrades. Their 
loyalty to the prisoners and the missing pro
vides an example for all of us to remember. 
Every Memorial Day, the Nation pauses to re
member those who paid the ultimate price in 
the service of their country. We should do the 
same for the POW's and MIA's until we have 
a full accounting for their fate. 
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A TRANSCRIPT OF THE NATIONAL 

PRAYER BREAKFAST PROCEED
INGS 

HON. Bill EMERSON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, earlier this 
year the 43d annual National Prayer Breakfast 
was held here in our Nation's Capital. This 
gathering is hosted each year by Members of 
the U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives and their respective prayer break
fast groups. 

We were honored once again with the par
ticipation of our President and Mrs. Clinton 
and our Vice President and Mrs. Gore. Also 
joining us were individuals from literally all 
walks of life-representing all 50 States and 
over 140 countries. 

Our Congressional Committee, which plans 
the breakfast, was chaired by the Honorable 
H. Martin Lancaster, who faithfully served here 
in the House for many years. On his behalf 
and in behalf of the Congressional Committee 
for the National Prayer Breakfast, I request 
that a copy of the program and of the tran
script of the breakfast proceedings be printed 
in the RECORD at this time, so that all Ameri
cans can be encouraged by the proceedings 
that took place that morning. 

NATIONAL PRAYER BREAKFAST 

CHAIRMAN: THE HONORABLE H. MARTIN 
LANCASTER 

Pre-Breakfast Prayer-General Carl E. 
Mundy, Jr., Commandant, U.S. Marine 
Corps 

Opening Song-Mount Olive College Concert 
Choir and Mount Olive College Singers 

Opening Prayer-The Vice President of the 
United States 

BREAKFAST 

Welcome-The Honorable H. Martin Lan
caster 

Remarks-U.S. House of Representatives-
The Honorable Tillie Fowler, U.S. Rep
resentative, Florida 

Old Testament Reading-The Honorable 
Ruth Ginsburg, Associate Justice, U.S. Su
preme Court 

Remarks-U.S. Senate-The Honorable Rob
ert Bennett, U.S. Senator, Utah 

Solo-Ms. Janice S. Sjostrand 
New Testament Reading-The Honorable 

Richard W. Riley, Secretary, Department 
of Education 

Prayer for National Leaders-The Honorable 
John Engler; Governor, State of Michigan 

Message-The Honorable Andrew Young 
Introduction of the President-The Honor

able H. Martin Lancaster 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

Closing Song-Mount Olive College Concert 
Choir and Mount Olive College Singers 

Closing Prayer-The Reverend Billy Graham 

Audience, please remain in place until The 
President and Mrs. Clinton have departed 
General Mundy: Good morning ladies and 

gentlemen. Would you bow in prayer with 
me? 

Our heavenly Father, there are many here 
today in positions of great responsibility to 
and concerns for the peoples of the world. We 
come to pray for your guidance. We recall 
that at the beginning of his reign, Solomon 
prayed to you and asked the following, "Now 
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0 Lord, my God, you have made your servant 
king, in the place of my father, David. But I 
am only a little child and do not know how 
to carry out my duties. Your servant is here 
among the people you have chosen, a great 
people, too numerous to count or number. So 
give your servant a discerning heart to gov
ern your people and to distinguish between 
right and wrong." In hearing his prayer, God 
said to Solomon, "Since you have asked for 
this and not for long life or wealth for your
self, nor have asked for the death of your en
emies, but for discernment in administering 
justice, I will do what you have asked. More
over, I will give you what you have not 
asked for, both riches and honor, so that in 
your lifetime you will have no equal among 
kings." 

Holy Father, we here today ask for the 
overshadowing wisdom of God not just for 
ourselves, but for all the peoples of the 
world. Trusting in that wisdom and in your 
forgiveness, we, like Solomon, who are also 
but little children, ask your presence, your 
grace, and your blessing on this gathering 
and on this food that we share together. 

Amen. 
Master of Ceremonies: Ladies and gentle

men, the President of the United States and 
Mrs. Clinton. (Applause.) 

Representative Lancaster: Surely the Lord 
is in this place and aren't we all glad to be 
here is morning? (Applause.) 

As you will hear later, the House and Sen
ate each have regular weekly prayer break
fasts, the Senate on Wednesdays and the 
House on Thursdays, and one of the longest 
and most regular participants in those pray
er breakfasts, first as a member of the House 
and later as a member of the Senate, is our 
Vice President of the United States, Al Gore. 
We are happy now to call on the Vice Presi
dent for our opening prayer. 

Vice President Gore: Would you join me in 
prayer? 

Oh, God, creator of the Earth and the heav
ens and all living things, we come together 
this early winter morning to warm ourselves 
through our faith in you. We all come in the 
same spirit, a spirit of faith and love, but dif
ferent paths have brought us here. We come 
to you from all walks of society and all cor
ners of the globe, leaders in national office, 
students in college, men and women, Repub
lican, Democratic, Independent. We are of all 
beliefs, Christian, Jew, Hindu, Muslim, some 
do not belong to an organized religion at all. 
But we all believe that by coming together 
in this way we ma.y better understand each 
other, our place in this world, and our duty 
to serve you. 

Bring us together this morning. Be with 
those who speak, who read, and sing, and 
pray this morning. Open our hearts to hear. 

Almighty God, we thank you for all that 
you have given us. The gifts we have re
ceived from you are many. We ask that you 
give us these blessings as tools to help others 
and to better bring your presence into the 
awareness of all in this world. 

We are mindful of those who are not here, 
and especially of those who are in need, who 
are in poverty, those who are hungry, those 
who are suffering from disease, crime, ethnic 
violence, war, and ecological destruction. 

President Kennedy reminded us that here 
on earth God's work must truly be our own. 
Sometimes if we're lucky we know how best 
to do your work. At other times the answers 
may not be so clear. 

We come to you in prayer this morning and 
we ask that you would grant us the wisdom 
to know what it is that You desire, and then 
to have the courage to do those tasks you set 
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before us. Let us have enough faith in you 
that we may become vessels of your good
ness. May we always remember to bring your 
light into the darkness. 

Please bless all of us here, bless President 
Clinton and the First Lady, and all leaders 
here. May they receive strength from their 
faith in You, to continue the work they have 
begun for all of us. 

And Lord, bless our great country. 
Amen. 
Representative Lancaster: Mr. President, 

Mr. Vice President, heads of state, leaders 
from around this country and around the 
world, what great joy it brings to me to be 
able to welcome you to the 43rd National 
Prayer Breakfast. 

We have participating here today over 3,800 
people. With more than 170 countries rep
resented, all 50 states, today's remarks are 
being interpreted into six languages. 

What a happy time it is that so many have 
chosen to come here this morning in the 
Spirit of Christ and to share this time to
gether. 

I am happy to welcome here amongst us 
six heads of state, and I would like, if I 
could, to have them stand, if you would 
please wait, and recognize the six of them 
after I have completed the introductions. 

First, the Prime Minister of Dominica. 
(Applause.) 

The President of Eritrea. (Applause.) 
The President of Fiji. (Applause.) 
The President of Muldova. (Applause.) 
The Prime Minister of Poland. (Applause.) 
And the President of Western Sahara. (Ap-

plause.) 
For 43 years people have gathered in Wash

ington each February with one purpose in 
mind, to come together in God's love to pray 
for our country, our leaders, and our rela
tionship with our brothers and sisters around 
the world. 

In a time of increasing fractiousness in our 
councils of government at all levels and in 
our interpersonal relationships, this is a spe
cial time to come together as one in Christ. 
In· a time of increasing partisanship it is 
time to put aside our party differences and 
to just love each other and to pray for one 
another. In a time when harsh words are 
often thoughtlessly uttered against our 
brothers and sisters, it is a time to come to
gether in harmony and in peace. In a time 
when at home and abroad too many seem to 
be consumed by hatred, so this is a time to 
come together in reconciliation. In a time 
when we seem to be divided by race, eth
nicity, creed, party, country, it is a time to 
reach across those divides and to see each 
other as all human beings who are children 
of God, and who each one of us is loved by 
him. 

It is perhaps remarkable then, that so 
many of us have come together today, when 
you consider that the forces of Satan are so 
ever present, seeking to pull us apart. But it 
is the Spirit of Christ that permeates this 
place and this setting this morning. 

It is important that every day we remem
ber our President, our Vice President, their 
families and our leaders in this country, in 
our prayers, and to do so despite our politi
cal and philosophical differences. But it is 
especially important that we come together 
today in that spirit to say that we may not 
always agree, but we always love. 

Likewise it is important for our President, 
our Vice President, our leaders of Congress 
and the government to also pray for all of us, 
the American people and our friends from 
around the world, and to join us in prayer for 
wisdom, for health, for prosperity, for peace, 
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and that God's will will be done in our lives, 
in their lives, and in all of our actions. 

This National Prayer Breakfast grew out 
of a House and Senate Prayer Breakfast that 
you will hear about this morning, 43 years 
ago with the leadership of then President Ei
senhower, Dr. Billy Graham, and the mem
bers of the House and Senate Prayer Break
fast at that time. Before we hear from them, 
however, I would like to introduce the head 
table. 

I know that I can't stop you from applaud
ing-(laughter)-but it would be nice, except 
for the President and Vice President, if you 
would wait, and we will give them all a great 
big round of applause when we finish. 

To my right is the President of the United 
States, William Jefferson Clinton and his 
wife, Hillary Rodham Clinton. (Applause.) 

My wife, Alice. (Applause.) 
The Reverend Dr. Billy Graham. (Ap

plause.) 
Our speaker today, Ambassador Andrew 

Young. (Applause.) 
Justice Ruth Ginsburg. (Applause.) 
The Secretary of Education and Mrs. Rich

ard Riley. (Applause.) 
And to my left, Senator Robert Bennett, 

who will bring greetings from the Senate. 
(Applause.) 

The Vice President, Albert Gore, and his 
wife Tipper Gore. (Applause.) 

Mrs. Robert Bennett. (Applause.) 
The Governor of Michigan, John Engler. 

(Applause.) 
Congresswoman Tillie Fowler. (Applause.) 
Our soloist, Ms. Janet Sjostrand. (Ap

plause.) 
And the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 

General and Mrs. Carl Mundy. (Applause.) 
One of the most meaningful experiences of 

my service in Congress has been to gather on 
Thursday morning, in a time of fellowship 
and prayer with my colleagues in the House. 
And I am very pleased to present to you now, 
Congresswoman Tillie Fowler of Florida, to 
bring greetings to us from that very special 
group. Congresswoman Fowler. 

Representative Tillie Fowler: Good morn
ing everyone, and thank you, Martin. 

On behalf of the House Prayer Breakfast 
Group I want to greet you all and welcome 
you to this very special event. We are espe
cially happy to see the many honored guests 
who have traveled from abroad to be with us 
today. Your presence here and the sheer size 
and diversity of this morning's gathering un
derscores the fact that the Prayer Breakfast 
movement is not only national but inter
national. And I am honored to have the op
portunity to tell you about our group in the 
House. 

Every Thursday at 8 a.m. a group of House 
members gathers together in room H-130 of 
the Capitol for fellowship and prayer, Demo
crat and Republican, young and old, liberal 
and conservative, from any number of states 
and backgrounds. We leave our differences 
outside the door of that room and we get to 
know each other on the basis of something 
that transcends the labels which so often di
vide us during the rest of the week. As a re
sult many special and unlikely friendships 
have been born and nurtured during those 
meetings. 

The meetings are for members only, no 
staff is allowed, and each week there is a dif
ferent speaker, alternating between our par
ties. So no matter what the concerns of the 
day, we always meet with good humor and 
fellowship. We spend time relating to one an
other on a personal level rather than a polit
ical one. And we raise our voices in a joyful, 
though not always very tuneful noise to the 
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Lord by singing a hymn, and we pray for 
each other, for our president, for our nation, 
and for peace in the world. 

And every week we meet to talk and pray, 
to share our public concerns and our private 
dilemmas. A small miracle takes place there, 
a miracle I think of in terms of regaining 
perspective. 

I know if any of you are artists, you know 
that in art perspective means drawing or 
painting to fool the eye into seeing some
thing which is not there, distance for exam
ple, or three dimensions instead of two. But 
for the rest of us, however, it means exactly 
the opposite, seeing what is really there and 
what is truly important. 

For a member of Congress Washington can 
be a dangerous place, not because of crime, 
although that exists, but because every day 
we face the possibility of losing our perspec
tive, of becoming tangled in the snares of 
business, partisanship and self-importance 
that lie all around us and which distract us 
from remembering why we are here. 

Anyone who watches C-SPAN can see that 
we sometimes tend to concentrate on what 
divides us rather than what unites us. In the 
midst of all the sound and fury it is very 
easy and very human to get carried away by 
some personal or partisan agenda and forget 
about the importance of actually accom
plishing something constructive on behalf of 
the people who sent us to Washington. 

Our weekly House Prayer Breakfast serves 
as a spiritual self. defense against the very 
real danger of losing our perspective and for
getting that our purpose here is to serve oth
ers. The time we spend together on Thursday 
mornings fortifies our faith, sharpens our 
sense of purpose, and reminds us that we are 
here to work together for the good of our na
tion. 

J. Hudson Taylor once said, "Do not have 
your concert first and tune your instruments 
afterward, begin the day with God." And I 
think of our meeting as a time to tune up 
and begin the day in harmony with each 
other and with God's will, and I know that 
the House of Representatives and each one of 
us is the better for it. Thank you. (Ap
plause). 

Representative Lancaster: Thank you, 
Tillie, and I believe that her remarks have 
given you a flavor of the importance that the 
weekly prayer breakfast is to all of us who 
participate in that wonderful event. 

I am now happy to call on Associate Jus
tice of the Supreme Court, Ruth Ginsburg, 
for the Hebrew reading. 

Justice Ginsburg: My reading is from Deu
teronomy, Chapter 16, Verses 18-20, and Deu
teronomy, Chapter 25, Verses 13-16. 

"You shall appoint magistrates and offi
cials for your tribes, in all the settlements 
the Lord your God is giving you. And they 
shall govern the people with due justice. You 
shall not judge unfairly. You shall show no 
partiality. You shall not take bribes, for 
bribes line the eyes of the discerning and 
upset the plea of the just. Justice shall you 
pursue, that you may thrive and occupy the 
land the Lord your God is giving you." 

"You shall not have in your pouch alter
nate weights, larger and smaller. You shall 
not have in your house alternate measures, 
larger and smaller. You must have com
pletely honest weights and completely hon
est measures if you are to endure on the soil 
that the Lord your God is giving you, for ev
eryone who does those things, everyone who 
deals dishonestly, is abhorrent to the Lord 
your God." 

Representative Lancaster: Thank you, Jus
tice Ginsburg. 
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Representing the Senate Prayer Breakfast 

Group, to bring you greetings from them, is 
the Senator from Utah, Robert Bennett. 
Please welcome Senator Bennett. (Applause.) 

Senator Robert Bennett: Thank you, Mr. 
President and Mr. Vice President and other 
distinguished guests. It is an honor for me to 
be here representing the Senate Prayer 
Breakfast Group. If I may be personal for a 
moment, I remember the first time I walked 
into that group as a newly elected Senator, 
Mark Hatfield who in many ways is the-if I 
may use the term, the Godfather of that 
group, been involved in it for all of his Sen
ate career, said to me, "That seat," and he 

. pointed to a particular chair, "Is where your 
father always sat." 

Forty-two years ago my father started at
tending the Senate Prayer Breakfast, and 
it's a great honor for me now to carry on 
that tradition in the Senate Prayer Break
fast and in the Bennett family, to see to it 
that I continue to attend regularly. 

My one regret is that one of the few times 
I let my schedule interfere with attending 
that, President Clinton came, unannounced. 
If he llad announced it obviously we would 
have had much better attendance than we 
did. (Applause.) And I think that's a tribute 
to him, that he would do that at a time of 
pressure, that he would seek that kind of sol
ace and sanctuary, because the Senate Pray
er Breakfast Group has become a place of 
refuge and sanctuary for those Senators who 
seek that relief from the pressures of the 
time. All Senators are welcome, as in the 
House. 

We come together to do the kinds of things 
you've heard about in the House, to read the 
scriptures, to talk over the various pressures 
and challenges that we have, and all of that 
is the formal thing that goes on. But infor
mally, I have discovered that we also come 
together to heal. 

The Senate Prayer Breakfast is a place 
where we can recover from deep political 
wounds and on occasion serious personal 
tragedy. As we listen to our colleagues talk 
out the challenge of the loss of a spouse, or 
a child, or a parent, it's a wonderful time. 
It's a wonderful place to be. 

I am honored to be able to represent that 
group here today and to welcome all of you 
to this breakfast. Thank you. (Applause.) 

Representative Lancaster: Thank you, 
Senator Bennett. 

When members of the Executive Commit
tee of the National Prayer Breakfast met 
with the President and the Vice President in 
the Oval Office to discuss this year's pro
gram, we went over the entire program to re
ceive their input and to let them know how 
important their participation from the very 
beginning was in their efforts. It is a tradi
tion of the National Prayer Breakfast that a 
person is chosen with special talents in song 
to come and present a solo for those of us 
here at the National Prayer Breakfast. 

It was at the suggestion of the President 
that this morning's soloist was invited. For 
some of you who w~re present or otherwise 
heard by video or autlio the funeral services 
of the President's mdther, you may remem
ber the beautiful voi~e that sang on that 
touching occasion, because it was Janice 
Sjostrand who is fro~ Lonoke, Arkansas, 
who with her husband, er father-in-law and 
mother-in-law engage i a special ministry 
in that community in Arkansas, who pre
sented that solo. We are pleased this morn
ing that Janice Sjostrand would come and 
bless us with her song of praise. Ms. 
Sjostrand. (Applause.) 
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SOLO BY MS. JANICE S. SJOSTRAND 

Representative Lancaster: What a wonder
ful suggestion you made to us, Mr. Presi
dent, and what a blessing that was for all of 
us, Janice, thank you very much. 

It's now my pleasure to present to you for 
the New Testament reading, my friend and 
the former Governor of South Carolina, and 
now the very fine Secretary of Education, 
Richard Riley. Mr. Secretary. (Applause.) 

Secretary of Education Richard Riley: 
Thank you, Martin. My reading from the 
New Testament is short, so I ask you to pay 
close attention. (Laughter.) 

I shall read from the book of Matthew, 
Chapter 19, verses 13 and 14. 

"Then children were brought to him that 
he might lay his hands on them and pray. 
The Disciples rebuked the people, but Jesus 
said, 'Let the children come to me and do 
not hinder them, for to such belongs the 
kingdom of heaven.'" 

May God bless the reading and the hearing 
of his Holy Word. · 

Representative Lancaster: We are pleased 
to call on Governor John Engler, the Gov
ernor of Michigan, to bring to us a prayer for 
our national leaders. Governor. 

Governor John Engler of Michigan: Thank 
you, Congressman. Let us pray. 

Almighty God, we come together on this 
special occasion to pray for the leaders of 
our great nation, for President Clinton, for 
Vice President Gore, and the cabinet, for 
members of the Congress and Justices of the 
Supreme Court. Indeed, for all the men and 
women who are called to serve the American 
people, and whose judgment, decisions and 
actions affect our nation's destiny. May our 
leaders have the wisdom to seek your guid
ance and the courage to do your will. 

Lord, we know that our nation was founded 
and forged in prayer. We thank you for bless
ing America, throughout our history with 
great leaders, with men and women who in 
triumph and tragedy sought to do what was 
pleasing in your sight. 

We think back to the year 1775 when the 
brave members of the Continental Congress 
met in Philadelphia, aware that the fate of a 
noble experiment lay in their hands, but 
they knew they didn't carry that burden 
alone. Ben Franklin told that esteemed gath
ering, "Truly our first order of business as a 
Congress is to ask the protection and guid
ance of Almighty God." And our Founding 
Fathers called for a day of public humilia
tion, fasting and prayer throughout the 13 
colonies, that the people would pray for 
them and that God would lead them to do 
what was right. And within a year a new na
tion was born, a nation destined to lead the 
world in the paths of freedom and oppor
tunity, justice and righteousness. 

We think back to the hard winter of 1777 
and '78, when George Washington was Com
mander-in-Chief of the American armies. He 
sought shelter in Valley Forge and protec
tion in you. Withdrawing to a lonely snow 
covered clearing at the edge of the forest, he 
dropped to his knees and humbly prayed for 
your protection. He beseeched you to keep 
liberty loving men and women safe during 
that bitter cold winter that we now know as 
the crucible of freedom. And his citizen-sol
diers survived to fight for a new day, to fight 
the good fight for a nation that held out 
promise beyond measure. 

Then, we think back to 1861, to the newly 
elected president of a troubled nation. Abra
ham Lincoln experienced a tearful farewell 
when he left his home in Springfield, Illinois, 
for Washington. Before boarding the train he 
spoke these poignant words, " My friends, I 
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leave you with this request, pray for me. 
leave now not knowing when or whether ever 
I may return. For the task before me is 
greater than that which rested upon Presi
dent Washington. Without the assistance of 
that divine being, I cannot succeed. With 
that assistance I cannot.fail." 

Yes, Heavenly Father, throughout the ages 
our leaders have called on you, knowing that 
without your assistance they could not suc
ceed, but with your assistance they could 
not fail. And so, with confidence we approach 
Your throne of grace. 

Today at this annual prayer breakfast our 
nation calls out to you in prayer again. On 
bended knee we beseech you to forgive our 
sins against the old and young, against the 
born and unborn. With longing hearts we lis
ten for your answers that are wiser than our 
prayers. We ask that you send the holy spirit 
to our leaders. We ask that you send the holy 
spirit to them and to all of us , that we may 
raise our hearts and voices in one refrain to 
you, 0 God, and give you thanks for the 
United States of America. Amen. (Applause.) 

Representative Lancaster: Thank you, 
Governor. 

Ambassador Young is a man of great dis
tinction. From his days as a very young 
leader in the Civil Rights Movement, to a re
spected member of the House of Representa
tives, he brought great distinction to himself 
and to his country as a young man. And dur
ing the Carter administration brought great 
credit to his country on the international 
stage as Ambassador to the United Nations. 
And then, to complete the cycle, he returned 
to his home of Atlanta and became its mayor 
and led that city to new heights. 

But first and always, Andy Young has been 
and will continue to be a man of God. Wel
come now our speaker for this morning, Am
bassador Andrew Young. (Applause.) 

Ambassador Andrew Young: Mr. President, 
Mrs. Clinton, Vice President Gore and Mrs. 
Gore, distinguished friends, brothers and sis
ters, this is an awesome responsibility. And 
yet, I grew up with these prayer breakfasts. 

As a young member of Congress one of the 
things that helped me to find my way was 
the attendance at the House Prayer Break
fast. Later as Ambassador to the United Na
tions, before our cabinet meetings, many of 
us gathered in the White House for a mo
ment of prayer. It was, as Senator Bennett 
said, a time when we came together in spite 
of disagreements, essentially because of our 
sufferings and in need of healing. For in spite 
of what anybody says about us , all of us, in 
spite of what we think of ourselves, we are 
all God's children. And the flesh and blood 
which we see is only a small part of the ex
istence that makes us real. 

In the book of Ephesians, the Apostle Paul 
talks about the purpose of God, to unite all 
things in him, things in heaven and things 
on earth. And there is in the presence of the 
enormous diversity of opinion, of race , of 
creed, of class, national origin, there is a 
need ultimately and fundamentally that we 
all somehow know that we are one , that if 
there is a purpose to our existence, if there 
is a process toward which we all move in our 
politics, it is to find ways to live together in 
peace and to enjoy the abundant life which 
God has made possible for us. 

And when we don't come together to seek 
that unity, we end up pulling apart and we 
destroy ourselves but we also destroy the 
possibilities of the abundant life with which 
God has blessed us. And so, in some way or 
another, we all seek to move toward that 
end. And it is not without difficulty. 

We are so mindful of the things that divide 
us. Everything about our society tends to pit 

September 13, 1995 
us against each other. All of our insecurities 
make us reach out to people whom we think 
are like ourselves, but even in our marriages, 
when we find someone that we know is just 
like ourselves, fortunately I found out she 
was a woman. (Laughter.) And there are 
major differences. (Laughter.) And thank 
God for those differences. 

But it was always easier for me to get 
along with the Ku Klux Klan. (Laughter.) 
For I never lost my temper. (Laughter.) I un
derstood we were different. (Laughter.) But 
in the intense emotion and love of man and 
woman, of mother and father and children, 
the difference between generations, there is 
all the emotion and all of the insecurity and 
all of the threat that makes it difficult for 
us to be one .. 

And so, when we talk about oneness, we're 
not just talking about bringing the whole 
globe together. We are not talking just about 
Democrat and Republican, we're talking 
about human beings, and that is the struggle 
of each and every one of our lives in some 
way, shape or form. And if the truth be told, 
none of us does it very well. 

We all need forgiveness of one another and 
we all need sensitivity toward one another, 
to learn to listen and understand one an
other, and that's extremely difficult. And 
yet, that's the task to which we have been 
called. That's the requirement of leadership 
in order for civilization to survive. And we 
have, in our experience with the Bible, lesson 
after lesson as to how God leads us in that 
direction. 

The prophet Jeremiah says that the Lord 
has written a new covenant on our hearts, 
that nobody has to tell anybody anymore 
about God, that God loves us uncondition
ally and we know that. That's not even a 
matter of debate. We might resist it, but we 
spend so much energy in the denial that that 
in itself is an affirmation that we do not be
long to ourselves, we belong to a creator far 
greater than any and all of us. And we have 
discovered that in our living together, and I 
think we have discovered it most of all in 
our sufferings. 

One of the things that we share is human 
suffering. I lost my wife a few months ago. 
The president said good-bye to his blessed 
and wonderful mother. Doug Coe lost a son. 
When our presidential prayer breakfast, 
when I was at the United Nations, Ray Mar
shall's 16-year-old was dying of cancer while 
he was trying to carry on the Department of 
Labor. There is a human drama of suffering 
that involves in some way all of us, and 
maybe that's what makes us one. For God 
has identified with us in our suffering and 
has sent his son to suffer with us and for us. 
And now it's almost as though in our 
sufferings we come to know who we really 
are. 

And so, we shouldn' t be afraid of our 
sufferings. Our sufferings are our teacher 
that remind us that we belong to God, that 
we are not flesh, and bone, and 'Qlood. We 
are, indeed, all creatures of the spirit. 

And when we are challenged by the dif
ficulties that certainly exist as we come to 
the end of a century and even the end of a 
millennium, when we face as leaders the anx
iety and frustration and insecurity, the con
flict that rages all across this planet, when 
there seems to be no possibility of political 
or economic unity, we are reminded that we 
are one, that in our suffering and in our in
evitable death we are one. 

I was fortunate to live with Martin Luther 
King for eight years before his assassination, 
and hardly a day passed when he didn' t talk 
about death. But it was never a morbid con
versation because ironically in some ways, 
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or prophetically, Martin was stabbed as a 
young man of 29, and in order to remove the 
letter opener that pressed against the aorta 
of his heart, the surgeons had to carve a 
cross in his chest. 

He used to joke and say he was glad he got 
stabbed in Harlem because they knew how to 
deal with knife wounds at Harlem Hospital 
and it was a matter of routine surgery. But 
he was left with this cross carved in his 
chest, and he said, "Every day when I wake 
up and brush my teeth, I have to look the 
cross in the face, and I have to ask myself, 
'What am I living for today?' And I know 
that each day might be my last." 

And he would always end up making a joke 
about it, as though death were not some
thing to be feared, but that death was some
thing that would liberate him from the awe
some burden in which history has placed 
hi:n. And he said if a man has not found 
something for which he is willing to die, he 
probably isn't fit to live anyway. 

As we have watched our loved ones suffer, 
we have come to realize that as the flesh 
subsides, the spirit is released and we know 
who and what we really are. We know ulti
mately that we are sons and daughters of 
God. And that knowledge, that faith can 
take us through the complexities of any mil
lennium. It is what has seen our country 
through many dangers, toils and snares, 
God's amazing grace. 

And I close by sharing with you one of my 
favorite hymns. It's a hymn for tough times, 
"How firm a foundation, when through the 
deep waters I cause thee to go. The rivers of 
woe will not be overflow. for I will be with 
thee, thy troubles to bless and sanctify to 
thee thy deepest distress. When through 
fiery trials thy pathway shall lie, my grace 
all sufficient shall be thy supply. The flames 
shall not hurt thee. I only design thy dross 
to consume and thy goal to refine. The soul 
that on Jesus doth lean for repose, I will not 
forsake to his foes. That soul, all though all 
hell shall endeavor to shake, I'll never, no 
never, no never forsake." 

God is with us constantly, moving, loving, 
forgiving. We need not fear. We need not 
shirk responsibility. We need only be faithful 
and give thanks for the blessings of God 
throughout the history of this nation and 
know that throughout this planet God is still 
moving in mysterious ways to make it more 
possible for us to come together and know 
that in Him we are truly one. 

Amen. (Applause.) 
Representative Lancaster: Clearly the 

Lord's hand was present in guiding us to our 
wonderful speaker this morning. Thank you, 
Ambassador Young. 

From our first meeting with President 
Clinton in the Oval Office, through subse
quent telephone communications as we 
planned this event, his participation has 
been unusual and unprecedented. However, it 
should not be surprising to those of us who 
know him, because we know that faith is 
central to the life of Bill Clinton. 

He is a scholar of the Bible, a seeker of the 
truth, a man whose faith is obvious in his ut
terances and in his compassion for the poor 
and downtrodden. 

It is my privilege and high honor to 
present to you William Jefferson Clinton, 
President of the United States. (Applause.) 

President Clinton: Thank you. (Applause.) 
Thank you, Martin Lancaster, for your in

credible devotion to this prayer breakfast 
and for all the work you have done to make 
it a success. To Vice President and Mrs. 
Gore, and to the members of Congress, and 
the Supreme Court, and governors the distin-
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guished leaders of previous administrations, 
and of course, to all of our foreign guests 
who are here, and my fellow Americans. 

Hillary and I look forward to this day 
every year with much anticipation. It always 
gives me new energy and new peace of mind, 
but today is a special day for me. 

It's always wonderful to see our friend 
Billy Graham back here. This is the 40th of 
43 Prayer Breakfasts he has attended. I'd say 
he's been faithful to this as he has to every
thing else in his life, and we are all the rich
er for it. (Applause.) 

It was wonderful to be with Andy Young 
again. He stayed with us last evening at the 
White House and we relived some old times, 
talked about the future. None of us could fail 
to be moved today by the power of his mes
sage, the depth of his love for his wonderful 
wife, who blessed so many of us with her 
friendship, and I'm sure he inspired us all. 

I also want to say a special word of thanks 
to my friend Janice Sjostrand for coming 
here all the way from Arkansas. You know, 
one of the greatest things about being gov
ernor of my state is I got to hear her sing 
about once a month, instead of once in a blue 
moon, and I miss you and I'm glad to hear 
you today. Thank you. (Applause.) 

We have heard a lot of words today of great 
power. There is very little I can add to them, 
but let me say that in this age, which the 
Speaker of the House is always reminding us 
is the Information Age, an exciting time, a 
time of personal computers, not mainframes, 
a time when we are going to be judged by 
how smart we work, not just how hard we 
work, the power of words is greater than ever 
before. 

So, by any objective standard, the prob
lems we face today, while profound, are cer
tainly not greater than they were in the 
Great Depression, or in the Second World 
War, or when Mr. Lincoln made those state
ments when he left his home in Illinois to be
come president that Governor Engler quoted, 
or when George Washington suffered defeat 
after defeat until finally we were able to win 
by persistence our freedom. No, they are not, 
these times, as difficult as they are, more 
difficult than those. What makes them more 
difficult is the power of words. 

The very source of our liberation, of all of 
our possibility and all of our potential for 
growth, the communications revolution 
gives words the power not only to lift up and 
liberate but the power to divide and destroy 
as never before-just words-to darken our 
spirits and weaken our resolve, divide our 
hearts. 

So I say perhaps the most important thing 
we should take out of Andy Young's wonder
ful message about what we share in common 
is the resolve to clear our heads and our 
hearts and to use our words more to build up 
and unify, and less to tear down and divide. 

We are here because we are all the children 
of God, because we know we have all fallen 
short of God's glory, because we know that 
no matter how much power we have, we have 
it but for a moment and in the end we can 
only exercise it well if we see ourselves as 
servants. not sovereigns. 

We see sometimes the glimmer of this 
great possibility when after hundreds of 
years the Catholics and Protestants in 
Northern Ireland decide that it may be time 
to stop killing each other; when after 27 
years Nelson Mandela walks out of his jail 
cell and a couple of years later is the presi
dent of.a free country from a free election; 
when we see the miraculous reaching out 
across all the obstacles in the Middle East. 
God must have been telling us something 
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when he created the three great monotheis
tic religious of the world in one little patch 
and then had people fight with each other for 
every century after that. Maybe we're seeing 
the beginning of the end of that, in spite of 
all the difficulties. But it never happens un
less the power of words become instruments 
of elevation and liberation. 

So we must work together to tear down 
barriers, as Andy Young has worked his 
whole life. We must do it with greater civil
ity. In Romans, St. Paul said, "Repay no one 
evil for evil, but take thought for what is 
noble in the sight of all. Do not be overcome 
by evil, but overcome evil by good." 

There's not a person in this room that 
hasn't failed in that admonition, including 
me. But I'm going to leave here today deter
mined to live more by it. 

And we must finally be humble, all of us, 
in whatever position we have, not only be
cause, as Andy reminded us, we're just here 
for a little while, not only in our positions 
but on this earth, but because we know, as 
St. Paul said in Corinthians, that we see 
through a glass darkly. And we will never 
see clearly until our life is over. We will 
never have the full truth, the whole truth. 
Even the facts, as Andy said, I thought that 
was a brilliant thing, the flesh and blood of 
our lives, the facts we think we know, even 
they do not tell us the whole truth of the 
mystery of life. 

So, my fellow Americans and my fellow 
citizens of the world, let us leave this place 
renewed in the spirit of civility and humility 
and the determination not to use the power 
of our words to tear down. 

I was honored to say in the State of the 
Union last week that none of us can change 
our yesterdays, but all of us can change our 
tomorrows. That surely is the wisdom of the 
message we have heard on this day. 

Lastly. let me ask you to pray for the 
president, that he will have the wisdom to 
change when he is wrong, the courage to stay 
the course when he is right, and somehow, 
somehow, the grace of God not to use the 
power of words at the time in human history 
when words are more omnipresent and more 
powerful than ever before, to divide and to 
destroy, but instead to pierce to the truth, to 
the heart, to the best that is in us all. 

Thank you all, and God bless you. (Ap
plause.) 

Representative Lancaster: Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Since the first National Prayer Breakfast 
there has been one constant and guiding 
light to all of them, the Reverend Dr. Billy 
Graham. As the president indicated, in 43 
years he has missed only three of them. And 
throughout those years and even the years 
he was not here, his prayers have always 
been for the people and her leaders. 

The Reverend Dr. Billy Graham will now 
pronounce the benediction. Dr. Graham. (Ap
plause.) 

The Reverend Billy Graham: In all these 
years we have never had a more spiritual 
Prayer Breakfast than this one. My own 
heart has been touched and I have rededi
cated my own life to the Lord for what years 
I may have left. Shall we pray. 

Our Father and our God, we humbly thank 
you for this unique occasion and for the 
privilege that is ours of coming to you in 
prayer. We thank you for those who have 
joined us from other nations today, espe
cially from North Korea. We have come 
today asking for your wisdom, strength and 
guidance for the future, especially as we ap
proach the end of this century and face the 
challenges of a new millennium. 
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Again, we pray for President Clinton and 

Vice President Gore and their families. Give 
them wisdom, and strength, and courage 
that they have asked for here today. Give 
wisdom to all who counsel them. We pray 
again for the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives, the cabinet, the courts as they 
continue their deliberations. Give us wis
dom. Give wisdom to all who serve at every 
level of government. Help us to remember 
that to whom much has been given, much 
has been required, and this applies to us all 
as individuals as well as a nation. 

Now we leave this place, we believe, with a 
new commitment. The challenge that Am
bassador Young brought us will never be for
gotten. The challenge that has been brought 
to us by our president will linger in our 
hearts for a long time and help us all to re
solve to pray for him daily as he faces all the 
problems that any president faces , but even 
more in this information age. 

We thank you especially for our Lord, 
Jesus Christ, who died on that cross that 
Andy Young referred to a moment ago, out 
of love for us, and then told us to love one 
another and to love our neighbors as our
selves. 

So the Lord bless you and keep you, the 
Lord make his face to shine upon you and be 
gracious unto you, the Lord lift up his coun
tenance upon you and give you peace. This 
we pray in the name of our Father, in the 
name of his Son, in the name of the Holy 
Spirit, Amen. 

End of Program. 

FREEDOM WEEKS '95 

HON. ANTHONY C. BEILENSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to inform my colleagues of Freedom Weeks 
'95, a 2-week national education program to 
celebrate the new. freedoms of Jews in Russia 
and the former Soviet Union. This celebration 
will be launched at a national student leader
ship conference in Chicago on October 27-29, 
and will run from November 6-20, 1995. 

Freedom Weeks is sponsored by the United 
Jewish Appeal [UJA], the principal American 
fundraising organization for relief and rehabili
tation of Jews in distressed lands. Largely as 
a result of the work of the UJA, Jewish com
munities are emerging in Russia where there 
were none just 5 years ago. 

The UJA prepares college students to as
sume responsibility for continuing this impor
tant work through its University Programs, an 
organization active on over 150 campuses na
tionwide which is championing Freedom 
Weeks '95. 

I congratulate the United Jewish Appeal and 
its University Programs for its hard work and 
dedication to this important cause. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE COMMON 
SENSE IDGHWAY SAFETY ACT 
OF 1995 

HON. NITA M. LOWEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing legislation to close a loophole in the 
law that each year tragically claims thousands 
of lives on our Nation's roadways: drinking 
and driving by minors. 

My legislation is entitled "The Common 
Sense Highway Safety Act of 1995" because 
it is simply a matter of common sense: Since 
it is illegal in every State for persons under the 
age of 21 to purchase and possess alcoholic 
beverages, it should also be illegal for persons 
under 21 who have been drinking to drive. 
However, the reality is that only 24 States and 
the District of Columbia have zero tolerance 
laws that make it illegal for minors to drink and 
drive-regardless of the degree of intoxication. 
This loophole exists in half of the States, de
spite the lethal consequences of teenagers 
who mix drinking and driving. 

According to the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, 40 percent of traffic fa
talities involving underage drivers are alcohol 
related. In 1994, 2,200 people were killed in 
crashes because minors were drinking and 
driving. The majority of those killed-1,600 to 
be exact-were teenagers themselves. In 
1993, 2,364 teenagers between the ages of 
15-20 were killed in alcohol-related crashes. 

The tragic statistics go on and on, Mr. 
Speaker, and they all confirm the lethal com
bination of driving and underage drinking. The 
bill that I am introducing today will build upon 
the successes of the past in curbing this dead-
ly mix. 

1 The Common Sense Highway Safety Act of 
1995 sends a very clear message: If you are 
under 21, any level of alcohol consumption 
combined with driving will be treated under 
State law as driving while intoxicated. It is that 
simple. 

My legislation is modeled on the 1984 law 
that encouraged States to adopt laws making 
it unlawful for anyone under the age of 21 to 
purchase or possess alcohol. That law has 
saved an estimated 8,400 lives since its en
actment, according to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration. 

You cannot argue with success. Therefore, 
under this bill, if a State fails to adopt a zero 
tolerance standard for drivers under 21 by the 
beginning of fiscal year 1998, they would lose 
5 percent of their Federal highway funds for 
that year. In subsequent years, if that State 
has failed to act it would lose 10 percent of its 
funds. 

With the backing of organizations such as 
Mothers Against Drunk Driving and Advocates 
for Highway and Auto Safety, a provision vir
tually identical to my legislation was adopted 
overwhelmingly by the Senate in June as part 
of the designation of the National Highway 
System. The 2 to 1 margin in favor of the zero 
tolerance provision is testament that this issue 
is a "no brainer." 

What can we expect from enactment of zero 
tolerance laws nationally? Four of the States 
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that have adopted zero tolerance laws-
Maine, New Mexico, North Carolina, and Wis
consin-have experienced a 34-percent de
crease in traffic fatalities among young drivers 
at night. 

Too many Americans have been personally 
affected by the tragedy of drunk driving. They 
have lost a family member, relative, or friend. 
While the 21-year-old drinking age has made 
significant strides in reducing these tragedies, 
we must not stop there. We owe it all mem
bers of society-particularly our children-to 
close this deadly loophole. 

PROTECT OUR FUTURE: PRESERVE 
STUDENT AID 

HON. BOB ALNER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, September 13, 1995 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker and colleagues, 

unfortunately at this point in our legislative 
session, student aid remains on the chopping 
block-and communities all across this Nation 
will suffer. 

Throughout history, American families have 
proven that higher education provides the path 
to a better life-and, today, student loans are 
the primary source of educational support for 
most Americans. They represent nothing less 
than a critical investment in our Nation's fu
ture. Financial aid has enabled millions of mid
dle-income families to send their children to 
college. Each year, nearly 5 million students 
rely on Federal student loans to finance their 
own financial investment in education. 

Despite these facts, the House continues its 
drive to eliminate yet one more program de
signed to give struggling families an oppor
tunity to create a better life for their children. 
This action will put higher education out of the 
reach of thousands of promising middle-class 
students. At my alma mater, Cornell Univer
sity, the loss of the interest subsidy for the 
Stafford Student Loan Program, one of several 
loan programs on the chopping block, would 
have an enormous impact on student indebt
edness. If this cut is fully implemented, the an
nual loss just to Cornell undergraduate stu
dents and their families would be approxi
mately $9 million. 

The House has already voted to cut edu
cation spending by approximately $4 billion-
16 percent-from the fiscal year 1995 funding 
level, putting every education program in jeop
ardy. Further cuts in the joint budget resolu
tion-totaling $10.4 billion for student loans 
alone-will affect students in academic year 
1996-97 and into the next millennium. 

On May 25, the Senate adopted an amend
ment to the budget resolution saving these 
loan programs and disregarding the extreme 
version passed in the House. The bipartisan 
67-32 vote for this amendment spoke plainly 
to the Senate's support for the student loan 
program. 

Let's urge our House colleagues who will be 
budget conferees to support the Senate posi
tion-and support current funding for State 
student incentive grants, campus-based aid, 
Pell grants, TRIO, and title Ill programs. 

We must not cut our Nation's educational in
vestment nor drastically limit access to post-
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secondary education. Those with talent and 
motivation to succeed deserve help in meeting 
the high cost of higher education, not road
blocks that impede their progress toward 
being the best they can be. 

Higher education is a national investment
let's not turn our backs on that commitment. 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1917, calls for establishment of a sys
te:rp. for a computerized schedule of all 

, meetings and hearings of Senate com
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest-designated by the Rules Com
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
.printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
September 14, 1995, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

SEPTEMBER 15 
10:00 a.m. 

Judiciary 
Terrorism, Technology, and Government 

Information Subcommittee 
To continue hearings on matters relating 

to the incident in Ruby Ridge, Idaho. 
SD-G50 

SEPTEMBER 18 
3:00 p.m. 

Armed Services 
Business meeting, to consider rec

ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re
spect to spending reductions and reve
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the Congressional 
Budget for the United States Govern
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, . 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 

SR-222 
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SEPTEMBER 19 

9:30 a.m. 
Budget 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on the Budget to examine 
fiscal year 1996 Government operations 
during funding hiatus. 

SD-106 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SD-366 
Environment and Public Works 

Business meeting, to consider the nomi
nation of Greta Joy Dicus, of Arkansas, 
to be a Member of the Nuclear Regu
latory Commission, and reconciliation 
issues. 

SD-406 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs to re
view the legislative recommendations 
of the American Legion. 

334 Cannon Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Commission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe 

To hold hearings to examine issues af
fecting U.S.-Turkish relations, includ
ing human rights and the Kurdish situ
ation . 

2172 Rayburn Building 
2:30 p.m. 

Small Business 
To hold hearings to examine tax issues 

impacting small business. 
SR-428A 

SEPTEMBER 20 
9:30 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
SD-366 

Labor and Human Resources 
Business meeting, to consider rec

ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re
spect to spending reductions and reve
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the Congressional 
Budget for the United States Govern
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, to mark up 
H.R. 1180, to provide for health per
formance partnerships, and S. 1221, to 
authorize appropriations for the Legal 
Services Corporation, and to consider 
pending nominations. 

SD-430 
Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on the imple
mentation of Title III of the National 
Indian Forest Resources Management 
Act (P.L. 101--U30); and to consider the 
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nomination of Paul M. Homan, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Special 
Trustee, Office of Special Trustee for 
American Indians, Department of the 
Interior. 

SR-485 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting, to consider rec

ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re
spect to spending reductions and reve
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the Congressional 
Budget for the United States Govern
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, and to consider 
other pending business. 

SR-418 
2:30 p.m. 

Small Business 
To continue hearings to examine tax is

sues impacting small business. 
SR-428A 

SEPTEMBER 21 
9:30 a.m. 

Armed Services 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, USA, for 
reappointment as Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

SR-222 

SEPTEMBER 26 
9:30 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Oceans and Fisheries Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the science 
of slow management and hatchery 
supplementation, focusing on the re
covery of Snake River anadromous spe-
cies. 

SR-253 

SEPTEMBER 27 
9:30 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
SD-366 

Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Kathleen A. McGinty, of Pennsylvania, 
to be a Member of the Council on Envi
ronmental Quality. 

SD-406 

OCTOBER 25 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine veterans' 

employment issues. 
SR-418 
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